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e G Department of Environmental Quality
regon 811 SW Sixth Avenue

/ ) Portland, OR 97204-1390

John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor (503) 229.5696

January 18, 2002 TTY (503) 229-6993

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7000 1670 0009 9005 7038
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Drew Gilpin

Oregon Steel Mills Inc.

PO Box 2760

Portland, Oregon 97208

RE: NOTICE TO CURRENT AND/OR PAST OWNERS

AND OPERATORS OF DECISION TO LIST
CONTAMINATED PROPERTY ON THE
CONFIRMED RELEASE LIST (CRL) AND
INVENTORY
Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd., Portland
ECSIID NO. # 141

Dear Mr. Gilpin:

By letter dated June 18, 2001 the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) notified you as
an owner or operator of the Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate site of the Department's proposal to add this
facility to the Confirmed Release List (CRL) and Inventory. The notice invited comments on the
proposed listing. '

DEQ received comments from Stoel Rives LLP in a letter dated October 1, 2001, on behalf of Oregon
Steel Mills (OSM) regarding the second notice for proposed listing of the OSM-Rivergate site. Based
upon the comments, DEQ reviewed and updated the Environmental Cleanup Site Information database
(ECSI) to accurately reflect current conditions at the site. This updated information was provided to
OSM for additional comment prior to completing the listing process. The basis for listing the site
remains soil and groundwater analytical data from the October 2000 Pre-Remedial Investigation field
activities

Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate meets the criteria for listing, and with this notice the Department is
adding it to the CRL and Inventory. Enclosed is the Site Summary Report, which includes the
information about the Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate site that will appear on the CRL and Inventory.

The Department updates the CRL and Inventory quarterly and provides copies to area newspapers and
to the public upon request. A facility can be removed from the CRL and Inventory after all necessary
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cleanup is completed. If you are not already working with the Department but plan to investigate or
clean up the site, please contact us. We want to work together to eliminate threats to Oregon from
hazardous materials.

As noted in the earlier letter to you, listing your property does not necessarily mean that you are
responsible for the contamination, investigation or cleanup. Responsibility for these costs is prescribed
by various provisions in state and federal laws. If you have specific questions about the CRL or
Inventory, or want copies of the statute or regulations governing the Department's site assessment,
listing, or cleanup processes, please contact Listing Coordinator Kimberlee Van Patten at (503) 229-
5256 or at the address shown on the letterhead.

. Donaldson
Manager
Emergency Response and Site Assessment

.Enclosures:  Site Summary Report
cc: Bruce Brodyheine; NWR, DEQ
ECSI File # 141 ' o
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BRODYHEINE Brice.

From: GilpinD@osfn.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2001 7:07 PM
To: BRODYHEINE Bruce

Subject: RE: OSM ECSI reveiw and response

Hmmmm.....I'm in Napa now and will not return until Thursday. | was able to get a copy of the
text as written and have provided it below. Let me know if the hard copy does not arrive by
Wednesday of this week. That will give me time to re-mail the letterhead copy before (b) (6)

If we don't talk before 2002, have a happy holiday!

“Dear Bruce:

Oregon Stee! Mills (“Oregon Steel”) is in receipt of the updated ECSI site summary report for the
Rivergate property. Oregon Steel appreciates your prompt response to Oregon Steel's
comments on the proposed listing. Oregon Steel also appreciates the Department’s attention to
detail in making the revisions. We believe that the revised ECSI summary report is a fair
summary of the site conditions based on the information available at this time.

There is only one suggested revision that we request the Department make before placing the
site on the Confirmed Release List. On page 2, under “Hazardous Substances/Waste Types,”
the Department includes “mineral spirits” in a long list of types of paint wastes. Oregon Steel is
not aware of any information that would indicate that mineral spirits are an issue at the site.
Please delete this reference to mineral spirits. Otherwise, the ECSI site summary report appears
to be based on accurate and current information.

Please call me if you have any additional questions.”

From: -2 BRODYHEINE.Bruce@deq:state or.u:
[mailto:BRODYHEINE.Bruce @ deq.state.or.us]
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2001 3:27 PM
To: gilpind @ osm.com

Subject:  OSM ECSI! reveiw and response

Drew,

Last week (I believe on Tuesday), you mailed
OSM's review comments
to the revised ECSI summary sheet to me. The mail seems a bit slower than | remembered,
because | have not received this letter yet. So, while | wait for the hard copy to arrive in the mail,
could you please fax a copy of your letter to me.

Fax number: 503.229.6899
Thank you,

Bruce Brody-Heine
Hydrogeologist

Oregon DEQ - Northwest Region
Voluntary Cleanup Program
{503)-229-6915

brodyheine.bruce @degq.state.or.us




<mailto:brodyheine.bruce @deq.state.or.us> '
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OREGON STEEL MILLS

P. Q. Box 2760
Portland, Oregon 97208-2760
Phone (503) 286-9651

December 10, 2001

Mr. Bruce Brody-Heine

Project Manager

Voluntary Cleanup and Portland Harbor Section
Oregon Depariment of Environmental Quality
2020 SW Fourth Ave, Suite 400

Portland, OR 97201-4987

Subject: ESCT Site Summary
Oregon Steel Mills, Rivergate Property

Dear Bruce:

Oregon Steel Mills ("Oregon Steel") has received the updated ECSlsite summary report for the Rivergate
property. Oregon Steelappreciates your prompt response to Oregon Steel's comments on the proposed
hsting. Oregon Steel also appreciates the Department's attention to detail in making the revisions. We
beheve that the revised ECSI summary report is a fair summary of the site conditions

based on the information available at this time.

There is only one suggested revision that we request the Department make before placing the site on the
Confirmed Release List. On page 2, under "Hazardous Substances/Waste Types," the Department
includes "mineral spirits” in a long list of types of paint wastes. Oregon Steel is not aware of any
information that would indicate that mineral spirits are an issue at the site. Please delete this reference to
mineral spirits. Otherwise, the ECSI site summary report appears to be based on accurate

and current information.

Please call me if you have any additional questions.

Sincerely,
OREGON STEEL

Oregon Steel Division

cc: Krista Born, Stoel Rives
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O Department of Environmental Quality
reg On ' Northwest Region Portland Office
2020 SW 4 Avenue, Suite 400

John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor Portland, OR 97201-4987
(503) 229-5263

FAX (503) 229-6945

TTY (503) 229-5471

November 8, 2001

Mr. Drew Gilpin

Environmental Services Manager
Oregon Steel Mills Inc.

P.O. Box 2760

Portland, Oregon 97208

RE: . Updated ECSI Summary Report
Proposal To Add Property to DEQ’s Confirmed Release List and Inventory
Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd., Portland
ECSI ID # 141

Dear Mr. Gilpin:

Attached, please find a copy of the updated Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) Environmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) site summary report for the Oregon
Steel Mills (OSM) Rivergate property. We request that OSM provide comments on the updated
ECSI summary report within 30 days of receiving it. We can discuss any comments you have at
that time, and discuss how to address any proposed revisions.

The basis for listing the site, as stated in DEQ’s June 18, 2001 listing proposal package, remains
soil and groundwater analytical data from the October 2000 Pre-Remedial Investigation field
activities. As previously discussed, following your review of the attached ECSI report, the site

will be added to the CRL and Inventory.

Please contact me at (503) 229-6915 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
/54(@:{ é? a(é, 7 b

Bruce Brody-Heine, R.G.
Project Manager
Voluntary Cleanup and Portland Harbor Section

cc: Gil Wistar, HQ, DEQ Rod Struck, NWR, DEQ
Micheal E. Rosen, NWR, DEQ Krista Born, Stoel Rives
ECSI File # 141



ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP SITE INFORMATION
SITE SUMMARY REPORT
November 08, 2001 12:11 pm

SITE ID: 141 SITE NAME: Oregon Steel Mills - Rivergate CERCLIS NO: 009106055
-------- Aiiiééé:"- Gilmoré Steel Corp. .- Rivergate T

ADDRESS : 14400 N Rivergate BLVD Portland 97203

4 éé&&%%:- MULTNOMAH REGION: NWR

i&&é-éTATUS: Sus --ﬁii-SITE: N ORPHAN SITE: N STUDY AREA: N
PROPERTY : %%ﬁéﬁ;}iiﬁGE/SECT: 2N, 1W,26 %Ai-£6§§;-i of Lot 1 (RG;;;;-;E;GE-
""""" LATITUDE: 45 deg.37’41" LONGITUDE: 122 deg.46'53"  SITE SIZE: 145 acres
STUDY AREAS: STUDY STUDY - | "INVG
____________ ID : NAME STATUS

1544 Lower Willamette River Basin Study Area (LWRBSA) XCN

2339 V.A.- Deségnated National Estuaries : : ' XCN
2340 Y.A.- Surface Waters, WQ-Limited for Toxics XCN
2068 Portland Harbor Sediments XCN
PRCILITIES: | NAME: Oregon Steel Mills - Rivergate o TTTTTTTTTTEEETTTTTTTTTTTTT

SIC CODES: 3312 OPERATING STATUS: Active



Site ID : 141 Oregon Steel Mills - Rivergate SITE SUMMARY REPORT Page- 2

PERMITS: PERMIT NO: PERMIT TYPE ISSUED BY COMMENTS
100170 : NPDES DEQ/WQ
26-1865 ACDP DEQ/AQ
1207 WQ GEN12H DEQ

Suspected or confirmed hazardous substances currently or historically present
at the site include: petroleum associated with the former oil sump (pre-1961};
PCBs; petroleum from existing UST, AST, and drips, spills, and leaks; paint
wastes (mineral spirits, lead, cadmium, chromium, copper, manganese and zinc);
and metals such as, but not limited to, zinc, lead, cadmium, chromium, nickel,
and copper.

MANNER AND TIME OF RELEASE:

Spills and seepages associated with the former oil sump between approximately
1944 and 1961. General steel mill operations, and associated spills and leaks
from 1967 to present.

CONTAMINATION INFORMATION:

(11/3/01 BBH/VCP) Oregon Steel Mills purchased the property from the Port of
Portland in 1967 and is the current owner. Prior to 1967 (between
approximately 1944 and 1961), petroleum releases associated with ponds labeled
"oil sump" occurred. No evidence of these ponds was present in 1967. During
OSM operations at the site, numerous spills (typically petroleum releases)
have been reported, and specific releases of hazardous substances discovered,
including: 1982, 1985, and 1991 identification of PCB releases to soil;
releases from UST and AST to soil and groundwater; and metals, PCBs, and
hydrocarbons in soils at the discharge point of OSM stormwater outfalls. Other
potential sources of contamination are being evaluated by OSM and will be
presented in a report to be submitted to DEQ in November 2001.

PATHWAYS:

1) Surface water runoff and groundwater discharge to the Willamette River; 2)

particulate transport to the river or to human receptors; 3) direct contact or

incidental ingestion of contaminated soil, sediment, or groundwater.

SUBSTANCE CONTAMINATION
: ‘MEDIA l ’ OBSERV.

SUBSTANCE . ‘CONTAMINATED CONCENTRATION LEVEL EVIDENCE DATE
CADMIUM Soil 13.0 ppm (Scrap yard) Oowner 120CT1994

Laboratoxry Data
Sediment . 2.1 ppm (Pre-RI) Owner _ 200CT2000




Site ID : 141

CHROMIUM

COPPER

LEAD

PCBs

POLYAROMATIC HYDROCARBONS (PA

TOTAL PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS

Oregon Steel Mills - Rivergate

Sediment
Date released: Unknown
Quantity Released: Unknown

Soil 2,790 ppm
Sediment

Date released: unknown
Quantity Released: unknown

Data Source: Scrap yard Inv.

Soil 820 ppm (S

Sediment
Date released: Unknown
Quantity Released: Unknown
Data Source: Scrap yard ‘Inv.

Sediment - 9,300 ppb

.Date released: unknown

Quantity Released: unknown
Data Source:

SITE SUMMARY

2.1 ppm (Pre-RI)

Data Source: Scrap yard Inv. ‘94; Pre-RI

Soil 2,340 ppm (Scrap Yard)
~ Sediment - 819 ppm (Pre-RI)

Date released: Unknown

Quantity Released: Unknown '

Data Source: Scrap yard Inv. ’'94; Pre-RI

(Scrap yard)

148 ppm (Pre-RI)

'94; Pre-RI

crap yard)

166 ppm (Pre-RI)

’94; Pre-RI

{Pre-RI)

Pre-RI Field Data Feb 2001.

Sediment HPAHs 40 ppm (Pre-RI)
Sediment LPAHs 15 ppm (Pre-RI)
Soil EPAHs 180 ppm (Pre-RI)
Soil

Date released: unknown
Quantity Released: unknown
Data Source: Pre-RI Field Da

Groundwater TPH-Dx 9,1

Soil TPH-Dx 26,

Date released: unknown
Quantity Released: unknown

LPAHs 330 ppm (Pre RI)

ta Feb 2001.
00 ppb
000 ppm

REPORT Page
Laboratory Data 200CT2000
Field Data Feb 2001.
Owner 120CT1994
Laboratory Data
.-Owner 200CT2000
Laboratory Data
Field Data Feb 2001.
Owner 120CT1994
Laboratory Data
Owner 200CT2000
Laboratory Data
Field Data Feb 2001.
Owner 120CT199%4
Laboratory Data
.Owner 200CT2000
Laboratory Data
Field Data Feb 2001.
Owner 200CT2000
Laboratory Data
Owner . 200CT2000
Laboratory Data
Owner 200CT2000
Laboratory Data
Owner i 200CT2000
Laboratory Data
Owner 200CT2000
Laboratory Data
owner 200CT2000
Laboratory Data
owner 200CT2000

Laboratory Data



Site ID : 141 Oregon Steel Mills - Rivergate SITE SUMMARY REPORT Page 4

Data Source: Pre-RI Field Data Feb 2001.

ZINC : Sediment 823 ppm (Pre-RI) Owner 010CT2000
Laboratory Data

Data Source: Pre-RI Field Data Feb 2001.

.- N e, ———— - - ——————

Potential risks associated with 1) direct contact or ingestion of contaminated
gediments by aquatic organisms, birds, or mammals; 2) consumption of fish or
crayfish caught by recreational anglers; and 3) incidental ingestion or dermal
contact with contaminated soil, sediments or groundwater by human receptors.

STATUS OF INVESTIGATIVE OR REMEDIAL ACTION:-
(8/5/99 TG/SAP) DEQ recommends a high-priority Remedial Investigation to
evaluate sediment contamination. (11/2/01 BBH/VCP) OSM has conducted previous
investigations and remedial actions at the site. The 1982, 1985, and 1991 PCB
release areas were remediated by excavating soil, reportedly to levels
protective of human health; however, confirmation samples are not available to
evaluate the residual risk: Soil investigations have been conducted in the
scrap yard area {October 1994) and Mosely Sheer area (October 1996).
Currently, OSM has an active spill response program, and is monitoring
groundwater (in association with the AST gasoline release and UST release near
the Rolling Mill). OSM is completing a Pre-RI to identify and evaluate
potential contaminant sources and is sampling soil, groundwater, and sediments
to determine if the identified sources have released hazardous substances to
the environment. Results of of an initial Pre-RI submitted to DEQ in February
2001 confirmed the presence of the former "oil-sump" in the southwestern
portion of the site.
DEQ is reviewing these results, as well as OSM’s additional historical
research.

REMEDIAL ACTION FUNDING:

INVESTIGATIVE, REMEDIAL, AND ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS
START COMPL. RESP. . AGENCY 'LEAD
ACTION DATE DATE STAFF CODE REGION PROGRAM
site added to database 16AUG1988 ' John.odisio . DEQ SAS
Responsible party notified re 30NOV1988 . ' DEQ ' SAS




Site ID : 141 Oregon Steel Mills - Rivergate SITE SUMMARY REPORT Page 5

State Basic Preliminary Assessment 27FEB1990 27FEB1990 John Odisio DEQ HQ SAS
recommended (PA) '

BASIC PRELIMINARY ASSESSEMENT 28?EBl990 28FEB19S0 John Odisio DEQ . SAS
COMMENTS: Federal. . :

.............................................................................................................

EPA Basic Preliminary Assessment 03SEP1992 03SEP1992 EPA
COMMENTS: Site deferred to EPA Region 10's RCRA unit.

............................................................................................................

SITE EVALUATION 05AUG1999 05AUG1999 Thomas Gainer DEQ NW SAS
Remedial Investigation recommended 0S5AUG1999 05AUG1999 Thomas Gainer DEQ NW SAS
(RI) : .

Priority for Further Action: HIGH :

COMMENTS: Strategy Recommendation - High priority for an RI.
O A e
LAST UPDATED BY: : DATE: 0B8-NOV-01
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Proposal for Confirmed Release 010CT1999 010CT1999 Thomas Gainer DEQ NwW SAS
List recommended

COMMENTS: Gasoline spill and associated gw contamination.

............................................................................................................

Proposal for Inventory recommended 010CT1999 010CT1999 Thomas Gainer DEQ NwW SAS
COMMENTS: Gasoline spill and associated gw contamination.

Facility proposed for Confirmed 12NOV1999 12NQV1999 Kim Van Patten DEQ NW SAS
Release List :

Facility proposed for Inventory 12NOV1999 12NOV1999 Kim Van Patten DEQ NwW SAS
Extension requested by 15DEC1999 15DEC1999 Kim Van Patten DEQ NW SAS
owner/operator ,

Petition or request granted 27DEC1999 27DEC1999 Kim Van Patten DEQ NwW SAS

COMMENTS: Extension granted to February 18, 2000.

............................................................................................................

Owner/operator comments received 17FEB2000 17FEB2000 Kim Van Patten DEQ NW SAS
on.listing notification ) ) . .
COMMENTS: Comments from HartCrowser.Proposed listing pulled, pending site re-evaluation.

Letter Agreement 29FEB2000 14JUN2000 Rod Struck DEQ NW vCs
COMMENTS: Voluntary Agreement for RI and Scope of Work.

............................................................................................................

BASIC PRELIMINARY ASSESSEMENT 14JUN2000 O5FEB2001 Rod Struck DEQ NW VCS
COMMENTS: PA submitted. Historical Summary Memo.

EXPANDED PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 14JUN2000 05FEB2001 Rod Struck DEQ NW VCS
COMMENTS: XPA submitted. Field Activity Data Report.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION ' 17JUN2000 Rod Struck DEQ NW VCS

.....................................................................................

Place on hold 130CT2000. 130CT2000 Rod Struck DEQ NW vCs
COMMENTS: Decision to defer CRL/INV listing decision pending outcome of pre-RI assmt.

Proposal for Confirmed Release 06APR2001 06APR2001 Rod Struck DEQ NwW vCs
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Facility proposed for Confirmed 18JUN2001 18JUN2001 Kim Van Patten DEQ NW vCs
Release List

Facility proposed for Inventory 18JUN2001 18JUN2001 Kim Van Patten DEQ NW vCs
Extension requested by ' 06AUG2001 06AUG2001 Kim Van Patten DEQ NW vCs
owner/operator

COMMENTS: Krista Born, Stoel Rives

Petition or regquest granted 23AUG2001 23AUG2001 Kim Van Patten DEQ NW vCs
COMMENTS: New due date 10/1/1.

............................................................................................................

Owner/operator comments received . 010CT2001 010CT2001 Kim van Patten ’ DEQ HQ SAS
on listing notification
COMMENTS: Letter from Krista Born, Stoel Rives

PROJECT . PROJECT
ID NAME

7880 Oregon Steel Mills
COMMENT :

Drew Gilpin

Mgr Environ Svcs - Portland Steelworks
Oregon Steel Mills Inc

14400 N Rivergate Blvd

Portland , OR 97208-2760

PHONE: (503) 978-6189

ASSOCIATED PARTIES . INFORMATION
NAME AND ADDRESS AFFILIATION AFFILIATION STATUS AS OF DATE

Drew Gilpin Facility Operator 05NOV2001
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Mgr Environ Sves - Portland
Steelworks )

Oregon Steel Mills Inc

14400 N Rivergate Blvd

PO Box 2760

Portland , OR 97208-2760

(503) 978-6189(FAX (503) 240-5237)
COMMENTS : '

AR R T T R O T T T T T T O T T T T O T T T T T T T O O S O T O S T T T S T O T T S T T T S O T T T T O T T T T S O S T O O O T T T T T O O O R R R O}

Manager Interested Party 05NOV2001
Port of Portland '
121 NW Everett Street
PO Box 3529
Portland , OR 97208-3529
(503) 944-7000
COMMENTS : CREATED BY CONVERSION OF CDS SOURCES
Former property owner (1943-1967).

A T T T T T T T T T N T T T T T T T T S O O T T T T S S T O T T T O T T T T T T T T T S O O O O T T O O T T T O O O T O O T N T T L T O O O O R R I T I T N R N R R N DA RN UL UL N DL UL N R B B N )

OWNERSHIP COMMENTS :

DATA SOURCES: NWR Cleanup, HW, AQ, WQ files; "Contractual Documentation for Part A
------------- Application" (12/19/91); inspection reports; correspondence from owner and/or

operator; Notice of Violation letter; hazardous waste manifests; lab results;

2/19/99 OSM submittal of Site Assessment Requested Information; July 2000,

Pre-RI Workplan - Phase I; September 2001, Pre-RI Workplan - Phase II. -
====================================================================================='=======================
LAST UPDATED BY: DATE: 08-NOV-01

( site_report.rpt )
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0 Department of Environmental Quality
r e g On Northwest Region Portland Office
2020 SW 4% Avenue, Suite 400

John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor Portland, OR 97201-4987

(503) 229-5263
FAX (503) 229-6945
TTY (503) 229-5471

Qctober 22, 2001

Mr. Drew Gilpin

Environmental Services Manager
Oregon Steel Mills Inc.

P.O. Box 2760

Portland, Oregon 97208

RE: Proposal To Add Property to DEQ’s Confirmed Release List and Inventory
Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd., Portland
ECSIID # 141

Dear Mr. Gilpin:

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has received Oregon Steel Mill’s
(OSM) comments to DEQ’s proposal to add the OSM-Rivergate property to the Confirmed
Release List (CRL) and Inventory, submitted on your behalf by Krista Born with Stoel Rives
LLP, on October 1, 2001. DEQ is in agreement that the listing should be based on accurate and
reliable information. Your comment letter raises several good points that we can and will
address regarding the accuracy of the information presented in DEQ’s Environmental Cleanup
Site Information database (ECSI). '

The basis for listing the site, as stated in DEQ’s June 18, 2001 listing proposal package, remains
soil and groundwater analytical data from the October 2000 Pre-Remedial Investigation field
activities. ECSI will be corrected to reflect this information. Following the review and comment
by DEQ on your Pre-Remedial Investigation Report (expected late November 2001), which will
provide clarification to several of the remaining issues raised in your letter, we will again update
the ECSI database to reflect any new site information.

As discussed in our telephone conversation on October 8, 2001, we will provide you with an
updated copy of the Site Summary Report for your review by November 6, 2001. We request that
OSM provide comments on the updated ECSI summary sheet within 30 days of receiving it. We
can discuss any comments you have at that time, and discuss how to address any proposed
revisions. Then, once ECSI has been updated, the site will be added to the CRL and Inventory.



October 22, 2001

- Drew Gilpin

‘Oregon Steel Mills Inc.
Page 2 of 2

DEQ appreciates the comments you provided and the progress being made in addressing the
" Pre-RI at the facility. Please contact me at (503) 229 6915 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

6444{ /éwé/ - %ém

Bruce Brody-Heine, R.G.
Project Manager
Voluntary Cleanup and Portland Harbor Section

cc: Charles Donaldson, HQ, DEQ
Gil Wistar, HQ, DEQ
Micheal E. Rosen, NWR, DEQ
Rod Struck, NWR, DEQ
Krista Born, Stoel Rives
ECSI File # 141

@I
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STOEL RIVES Lr

ATTORNEYS

STANDARD INSURANCE CENTER
900 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 2600
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1268

Phone (503) 224-3380 Fax (503) 220-2480
TDD (503)221-1045
Internet: www.stoel.com

October 1, 2001

KRrista I. BORN
Direct Dial
(503) 294-9675
email kiborn@stoel.com

DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTY.

VIA HAND DELIVERY " RECEIVE!

- -
Mr. Charles W. Donaldson

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 0cio1 200
Site Assessment Program
Environmental Cleanup Division ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP DIVISION

811 SW 6™ Avenue, 8 Floor
Portland, OR 97204

Re:  Proposal to Add Property to DEQ’s Confirmed Release List and Inventory
Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd., Portland
ESCI ID #141

Dear Mr. Donaldson:

Oregon Steel Mills (“OSM”) is in receipt of the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality’s (“DEQ”) Notice to add the above-listed property (the “Rivergate Site” or “Site”) to
the_Confirmed Release List (“CRL”) and Inventory. OSM does not dispute that DEQ has
sufficient information in its file to place the Site on the CRL and Inventory. However, DEQ’s
proposal and Site Summary Report does not meet the statutory requirements for listing because
it is based upon insufficient and inaccurate information. OSM respectfully requests that DEQ
revise and reissue its proposal to ensure that the information relied upon by DEQ, and
ultimately provided to the public, is complete, accurate, and reliable in accordance with the
statutory criteria.

A. SIGNIFICANCE OF CRL AND INVENTORY

The sole purpose of the CRL and Inventory is to provide information to the public
about a confirmed release at a facility. ORS 465.215(1) (“For the purposes of providing
public information, the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality shall develop and
maintain a list of all facilities with a confirmed release * * *7); 465.225(1) (“For the purpose

Portlnd1-2086024.3 0019563-00052

SEATTLE PORTLAND _ VANCOUVER, WA Boise SALT LAkE CITY WasSHINCTON, D.C.



STOEL RIVES v

Mr. Charles W. Donaldson
October 1, 2001
Page 2

of providing public information, the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality shall
develop and maintain an inventory of all facilities * * *”). The public, including financial
institutions, prospective buyers, and lessors, look to the CRL and Inventory as a reliable and
accurate source of information about the environmental conditions at a site.

Importantly, DEQ’s act of placing a property on the CRL and Inventory can have an
immediate and very real impact on that property’s value. For this reason, it is extremely
important that the CRL and Inventory provide an accurate and complete description of the
facility and its “confirmed releases.” Indeed, the rules require a high quality of evidence for
the information relied upon for CRL and Inventory listing decisions. OAR 340-122-
0073(1)(a).

The legislature delegated to DEQ the responsibility to provide information to the public
about confirmed releases at facilities located in the state of Oregon. It would be an abuse of
regulatory discretion and unjust to the property owner if DEQ did not carefully review the site
information and ensure that the information provided to the public is accurate and complete. It
appears to OSM that DEQ’s proposal to list the Rivergate Site is neither accurate por
complete, and thus fails to meet the statutory criteria for listing. For this reason, OSM
respectfully requests that DEQ withdraw the proposal to place the Site on the CRL and
Inventory and reissue the proposal taking into account the below comments.

B. STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS FOR LISTING A SITE ON THE CRL AND
INVENTORY

1. Specific Facts to Be Considered in CRL Listing Determination

The statute and regulations require DEQ to provide OSM with the factual basis for
placing the Site on the CRL. The statute describes specifically the details that must be included
in the facility CRL listing, if known:

“(a) . A general description of the facility;

~“(b)- Address or location,

“ (g_:) - Time period during which a release occurred;

“(d) = Name of the current owner and operator and names of any past owners and
operators during the time period of a release of a hazardous substance;
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“(e) Type and quantity of a hazardous substance released at the facility;
“(f)  Manner of release of the hazardous substance;

|

. . ' X !

“(g) Levels of a hazardous substance, if any, in ground water, surface water, air and |
soils at the facility; :

~“(h) Status of removal or remedial actions at the facility; and
“(i)  Other items the director determines necessary.” ORS 465.215(3).
This list comprises the details the legislature specifically intended to be available to the public.
ORS 465.215(1)-(3). This is the same set of details that the legislature intended to be included
in the notice that DEQ is required to provide to the facility owner 60 days before adding a

facility to the CRL. ORS 465.215(4).

2. Quality of Evidence That DEQ Must Rely on In Its Decision to Place a Site
on the CRL or Inventory '

The rules under which DEQ operates specifically prescribe the quality of the evidence
on which DEQ must rely when making CRL and Inventory listing decisions. These rules
require a high quality of evidence because of the very significant, unjust economic harm that
would be suffered by the property owner if DEQ were to wrongfully list a property without
sufficient basis.

- In particular, the rules state that DEQ may only list a site on the CRL or Inventory if a
release of a hazardous substance

“has been documented by:

“(A) An observation made and documented by a qualified
government inspector or agent,

“(B) A written statement or report from an owner,

operator, or representative authorized by an owner or operator
stating that the release has occurred; or
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“(C) Laboratory data indicating the hazardous substance
has been detected at levels greater than background levels.”
OAR 340-122-0073(1)(a).

3. Additional Evidentiary Requirements for Listing a.Site on the Inventory

In addition to requiring DEQ to document a confirmed release as defined above,
placement on the Inventory requires DEQ to

“determine[] that additional investigation, removal, remedial
action, long-term environmental controls or institutional controls
are needed to assure protection of present and future public
health, safety, welfare or the environment.” ORS 465.225(1)
(emphasis added).

The legislature mandated that this determination “shall be based upon a preliminary assessment
approved or conducted by the department.” ORS 465.225(2). The notice to the owner or
operator of proposed placement on the Inventory must include a copy of this preliminary
assessment, unless already provided. OAR 340-122-0075(3)(a).

The rules also require that. DEQ score the facilities placed on the Inventory, and the
notice of the proposed listing must include a copy of the documentation used to calculate the
site score, unless already provided. OAR 340-122-0076(1)(a), 340-122-0075(3)(a).

4. Releases That Are Not Significant Enough To Be the Basis for a CRL and
Inventory Listing :

The legislature has also set a threshold that must be exceeded before a release can be
considered the basis for a CRL and Inventory listing.” DEQ may not designate a release a
“confirmed release” if the subject release falls into any of the following categories:

“(a) De minimis releases;

“(b) Releases that by their nature rapidly dissipate to
undetectable or insignificant levels; : :

“(c) Releases specifically authorized by and in compliance
with a current and legally enforceable permit issued by the
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Department of Environmental Quality or the United States
Environmental Protection Agency; or

“(d) Other releases that the commission finds pose no significant
threat to present.and future public health, safety, welfare or the
environment.” ORS 465.405(2).

The legislature specifically stated that DEQ must exclude from the CRL and Inventory
any releases that DEQ determines have been cleaned up to a level that:

“(a) Is consistent with rules adopted by the commission
under ORS 465.400; or

“(b) Poses no significant threat to present or future public
health, safety, welfare or the environment.” ORS 465.405(3).

In adopting rules to implement the statute, the Environmental Quality Commission
(“EQC?”) adopted these statutory exclusions and, in addition, added the following
circumstances under which a release cannot be the basis for a CRL or Inventory listing:

“(d) The release is a pesticide product * * *;

* ok ok % %

“(f) The release otherwise requires no additional
investigation, removal, remedial action or long-term
environmental or institutional controls related to removal or
remedial action to assure protection of present and future public
health, safety, welfare, and the environment.” OAR 340-122-
0073(2) (emphasis added).

C. DEQ’s PROPOSAL DOES NOT MEET THE STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

DEQ’s proposal to list the Rivergate Site on the CRL and Inventory is based on the
detection of petroleum hydrocarbons polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (“PAHs”), metals,
and polychlorinated biphenyls (“PCBs”) in soil, groundwater, and Willamette River sediments
on or adjacent to the Site. While the detection of these substances may justify placement of the
Site on the CRL and Inventory, the release information DEQ provides is either incomplete,
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inconsistent with the statutory requirements for listing, or simply not verifiable. First, DEQ
fails to provide information regarding prior ownership history. Second, DEQ lists five specific
releases under the “Contamination Information” in the ECSI Site Summary Report, but not one
of these descriptions is accurate. In fact, several releases cited by DEQ have been cleaned up
and there is no evidence that the release poses a significant threat to present or future public

~ health, safety, welfare or the environment. Third, DEQ cites detections of metals that are not
found within any of the documentation on which DEQ relies, and therefore OSM, or anyone
else, has no way of knowing where or when these metals were detected. Finally, DEQ does
not provide any information regarding the site scoring calculation required for placement on
the Inventory.

1. DEQ Fails to Provide the Names of Past Owners and Operators at the Time
Period of the Release(s)

A fundamental error of DEQ’s proposal is its failure to provide information regarding
past owners and operators at the time period of the releases as required by ORS 465.215(3)(d).
As documented extensively in the February 2001 and March 2001 Pre-Remedial Investigation
Reports submitted by Exponent (collectively, the “Pre-RI Reports™), OSM acquired the Site
from the Port of Portland in 1967. Based on historical records and aerial photographs, the “oil
sump” was in operation at the Site from approximately 1944 to the early 1960s, during the
time period that the Port of Portland owned the Site. Nevertheless, DEQ fails to list the Port
of Portland as a prior owner or operator.

First, in the Site-Specific Worksheet, DEQ states that the “persons who may have
owned/operated the facility when the release occurred” is provided in the “Parties” section of
the ECSI Site Summary Report. (Site-Specific Worksheet, Part G.5.) However, the “Parties”
section in the ECSI Site Summary Report only lists OSM and affiliated contacts.

Second, under the “Contamination Information” on the Site Summary Report, DEQ
lists five releases that occurred at the Site, including “petroleum releases associated with
former ‘oil sump.’” The statute requires DEQ to list the past owners during the time period of
a release, if known. ORS 465.215(3)(d). The Pre-RI Reports document that the “oil sump”
was at the Site from approximately 1944 to the early 1960s, prior to OSM’s acquisition. Yet
DEQ generalizes the release information and attributes all five releases to the “Company,”
presumably OSM, ‘without any mention that the. Port of Portland owned the Site during the
time period that the “oil sump” was being used and OSM operations were not yet present.

OSM requ'estshthat DEQ list all prior owners in the “Parties” section of the Site
~.Summary Report, including the Port of Portland, and specify, where known, which of these
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Parties owned or operated the Site for each of the releases included in the “Contamination
Information” section.

2. The Release Information is Not Accurate

The remaining four releases listed in the “Contamination Information” section of the
Site Summary Report must be revised or completely removed from the proposal. On February
17, 2000, Hart Crowser submitted comments to DEQ on behalf of OSM in response to DEQ’s
initial proposal to list the Site (the “Hart Crowser Letter”). In addition, Exponent prepared
and submitted a report to DEQ entitled “Pre-Remedial Investigation Historical Investigation
Report” dated March 21, 2001 (the “Historical Investigation Report™). The Historical
Investigation Report analyzes the potential sources at the Site to determine whether the source
has been closed and addressed, or whether it requires further investigation. However, it
appears that DEQ did not consider this information in the proposed listing. OSM respectfully
requests that DEQ reevaluate and correct the listing information taking into account the Hart
Crowser Letter, Historical Investigation Report, and below comments. '

(1) “solvent mixed with paint leaked from drums onto the surface of the ground”

The February 17, 2000 Hart Crowser Letter provided documentation that this release
was cleaned up to a level consistent with Oregon law, and poses no significant threat.to present
or future human health, safety, welfare or the environment. Therefore, DEQ may not include
this release as a basis for the CRL and Inventory listing, and reference to this release should be
deleted.

Discovery of the release arose out of an April 15, 1985 compliance inspection
conducted jointly by EPA and DEQ. The release occurred at the waste solvent container area
where OSM stored waste Methyl Ethyl Ketone (“MEK?”) in drums on a wood pallet situated on
gravel and soil near the paint storage building at Surface Processing. Subsequent to the
inspection, OSM conducted a formal closure process under the oversight of EPA and DEQ:
Appendix A includes the closure plan for the waste solvent container area, a declaration by a
professional engineer regarding the cleanup activities undertaken, and analytical results
following soil and gravel removal. After the cleanup, OSM changed its drum handling
practices and the sealed drums of waste MEK were placed inside a steel secondary containment
pan on a concrete pad. SN -

The statute governing the listing process specifically states that DEQ must exclude from

the CRL any releases that DEQ determines have been cleaned up to a level that is consistent
with Oregon law, or that “poses no significant threat to present or future public health, safety,
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welfare or the environment.” ORS 465.405(3). Further, the EQC rules prohibit inclusion of a
release that requires no additional investigation or remedial action “to assure protection of
present and future public health, safety, welfare, and the environment.” OAR 340-122-
0073(2)(f). OSM, through a professional engineer and under the oversight of DEQ and EPA,
conducted a formal closure process and cleaned up the release consistent with Oregon law.
Further, analytical results following the clean up demonstrate that the release “poses no
significant threat to present or future public health, safety, welfare or the environment.” The
release is not a “confirmed release” and cannot be relied upon or included in DEQ’s listing
decision.

(2) “landfilled large volumes of waste paint on site”

Similarly, OSM requests that DEQ delete the reference to the “landfilled” paint waste.
Information regarding the one time disposal of paint waste in an onsite landfill was provided to
DEQ in the February 17, 2000 Hart Crowser Letter, as well as the March 2001 Historical
Investigation Report. The information demonstrates that OSM closed the landfill and DEQ.
concluded that the landfill poses no significant threat to human health, safety, welfare or the
environment. :

In the past, OSM generated paint waste at the Surface Processing facility. In 1986,
OSM obtained a permit from DEQ for a one-time disposal of paint waste in an onsite landfill
in the northwest section of the facility. (Letter Authorization, Appendix B.) On page 4 of the
Site Summary Report, DEQ states that the “Company” “cleaned up a portion of the landfilled
paint wastes.” In fact, OSM formally closed the landfill in accordance with Oregon law with
DEQ oversight. '

A landfill characterization report and post-closure quarterly sampling results are on file
with the DEQ Solid Waste Section. During the two years of groundwater monitoring, 1o
constituents were detected above drinking water standards or the conditions set forth in the
closure permit. Exponent concluded in the Historical Investigation Report that the landfill does
not pose a source of any constituents of concern. Further, in a June 23, 1997 letter, DEQ
informed OSM that the closure permit could be terminated because “the subject landfill poses
no threat to human health or the environment and requires no further solid waste activity.”
(Appendix B.). Accordingly, under ORS 465.405(3) and OAR 340-122- 0073(2)(0 DEQ may
not designate the landfill a “confirmed release.” .

The source of confusion may be that there were paint wastes managed in the ponds to

the north and south of the Surface Processing facility. These paint wastes were removed from
the ponds, and it is believed this is the-source of the paint waste that was deposited in.the.
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landfill. Exponent concluded in the Historical Investigation Report that, based on visual
observations, paint residue may remain in the soils in the areas of the former paint waste
ponds. For this reason, the former ponds remain a potential source of contaminants at the Site.
(Historical Investigation Report, at 12.) DEQ’s reference to the “landfilled” paint waste may
have been intended to describe these former ponds. If so, OSM requests that DEQ clarify this
reference and delete the reference to the landfill.

(3) “deposited emission control dust (determined to be charaét'eristic hazardous
waste) into a surface impoundment not intended for that purpose”

The reference to the impoundment should also be deleted. The February 17, 2000 Hart
Crowser Letter and the Historical Investigation Report demonstrates that OSM removed all
wastes from the surface impoundment, closed the impoundment under the oversight of EPA
and DEQ, and there is no information indicating that it poses a significant threat to present or
future human health or the environment or requires additional investigation or remedial action.

The impoundment, referred to as the Direct Reduction Division pond (the “DRD
pond”), was used from approximately 1969 to 1980. Prior to electric arc furnace (“EAF”)
dust being listed as a hazardous waste (K061), EAF dust was placed in the DRD pond for a
short period of time, from June 1980 until March 1981. The contents of the DRD pond,
including the EAF dust, were excavated and sent off-site with EPA and DEQ approval between
1984 and 1986. EPA and DEQ also required OSM to monitor the groundwater for metals for
over a two-year period. No substances of concern exceeded the U.S. EPA safe drinking water
~ standards. In 1986, after all the waste had been removed, EPA and DEQ approved backfilling

over the empty pond. Based on groundwater monitoring results, there was no evidence that
any hazardous constituents were released from the DRD pond, and by 1987 EPA and DEQ
determined that the DRD pond was closed as a regulatory concern. (Appendix C.)

Based on the review of this historical information and Exponent’s own field
investigation as reported in the February 2001 report, Exponent concluded that the DRD pond
is not a potential source of contaminants on the Site and recommended that no further
investigation is required. (Historical Investigation Report, at 10, 39.) OSM removed the
~ waste, monitored the groundwater for two years, and closed the pond under the oversight of
EPA and DEQ. The groundwater monitoring demonstrated no evidence of a release. Thus
DEQ has no basis to conclude that the DRD pond requires additional investigation or remedial .
action to address a significant threat to present or future human health, safety, welfare or the
environment. Accordingly, the DRD pond may not be listed as a “confirmed release” L
pursuant to ORS 465.405(3) and OAR 340-122- 0073(2)(0 and OSM requests that DEQ delete
- the reference to the DRD pond. '
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(4) “experienced at least 2 PCB spills from leaking capacitors and transformers”

DEQ refers to two PCB spills at the Site, and states that the “Company” “cleaned up
the PCB-contaminated soil.” This is consistent with OSM’s records. However, OSM requests
that DEQ clarify that only one of the PCB spills remains a potential source at the Site, and
therefore, only one spill may be considered a “confirmed release.”

The Historical Investigation Report describes two PCB spills that occurred at OSM, one
in 1985 and one in 1982. The historical file documents that the 1985 PCB release was cleaned
up consistent with Oregon law and poses no significant threat to present or future human health
~or the environment. The 1985 spill occurred in the vicinity of the former DRD pond and OSM
reported the release to DEQ. A total of sixteen soil samples were analyzed and found to have
PCB concentrations. However, the PCB concentrations prior to cleanup activities did not pose
unacceptable health risks according to DEQ’s 1998 risk assessment guidance. Nevertheless,
some of the soil in the spill area was excavated and disposed of offsite. This excavation
further reduced any potential for health risks. Accordingly, Exponent concluded that the
release is not a source of concern. (Historical Investigation Report, at 11.) The 1985 PCB
release cannot be included as a “confirmed release” under ORS 465.405(3) and OAR 340-122-
0073(2)(1).

In contrast, the historical file on the 1982 PCB release is not definitive. Although it
indicates that OSM cleaned up the release following existing regulatory standards, Exponent
concluded that the 1982 release may remain a potential source of PCBs because the historical
file is incomplete. (Historical Investigation Report, at 11.)

OSM requests that DEQ clarify the reference to the PCB spills by limiting the listing
information to the 1982 PCB spill only, and clarify that the information regarding the spill is
not definitive. -

3. The Evidence Does Not Meet the Data Quality Requirements

_ The reported detections of cadmium, chromium, lead, and PCB 1221 do not meet the
data quality requirements of OAR 340-122-0073(1)(a). The rules require that DEQ document
the release of a hazardous. substance by an observation documented by a government agent, a
written statement by the owner or operator that the release has occurred, or laboratory data
indicating that the substance was detected at levels greater than background levels. OAR 340-
122-0073(1)(a). On pages 2 and 3 of the Site Summary Report, DEQ lists detections of
cadmium, chromium, and lead in soil based on “laboratory data” from February 2, 2001 and
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lists “Landfill” under each of the detections. In addition, DEQ lists a detection of PCB 1221
in soil, with no reference to the evidence or observation date. The Site-Specific Worksheet
indicates that the documentation for the confirmed release is “Laboratory data from October
2000, contained in Pre-Remedial Investigation Field Activities report submitted to DEQ
February 2, 2001.” However, OSM was not able to find these referenced detections in the
February 2, 2001 report.

Coincidentally, DEQ’s purported detection of PCB 1221 at 7.9 ppm matches one of the
soil samples taken in connection with the 1985 PCB spill discussed above. After discovery of
the 1985 PCB spill, OSM took sixteen soil samples to define the area and extent of
contamination. Of those sixteen samples, 7.9 ppm was the highest level of PCBs detected.
However, as discussed above, OSM excavated the heavily contaminated areas in 1985. If this
data is the basis for DEQ’s detection of 7.9 ppm of PCB 1221, then DEQ must delete this
reference because the soil has already been cleaned up consistent with Oregon law and poses
no significant threat to present or future human health, safety, welfare or the environment.

OSM’s efforts to identify the source of the cadmium, chromium, and lead detections in
soil were not successful. OSM reviewed various data, reports, and information regarding
previous remedial activities at the Site and could not find any data that matches DEQ’s
detections. Thus OSM cannot comment on these detections.

Without reliable documentation, neither OSM, nor the public, has any way to verify the
data, determine where and when these samples were taken, analyze whether the substances
have been addressed, and comment on what relationship, if any, this information has to a
“landfill.” For these reasons, OSM requests that DEQ evaluate this information to ensure that
the reported detections are reliable, reissue the proposal with the documentation required by
OAR 340-122-0073(1)(a), and provide OSM with an opportunity to comment on the revised
proposal. '

4. DEQ Failed to Provide Documentation of the Site Scoring Required for
Inventory Listing

Finally, DEQ may not list the Site on the Inventory because it did not provide OSM
with the documentation used to calculate the site score in accordance with OAR 340-122-
0076(2) and 340-122-0074(3)(a). OSM therefore has not had the opportunity to comment on
the site scoring.
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D. CONCLUSION

Based on the above, DEQ’s proposal to list the Site on the CRL and Inventory does not
comply with the statutory requirements for listing. As the agency entrusted with the obligation
of providing information to the public, OSM urges DEQ to correct the CRL and Inventory
listing information as specified above, and provide OSM with the opportunity to comment on
the revised proposal.

If you have any questions regarding the information provided, please do not hesitate to

call.
Very truly yours,
Krista I. Born
KIB
Enclosures

cc (w/ encl.): Mr. Andrew Gilpin
Mr. David Livermore
Ms. Laura McWilliams
Ms. Joan Snyder
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Engineers
Planners
Economists
- Scientists

August 29, 1985

P8100.43

Oregon Steel Mills
P.O. Box 2760
Portland, Oregon 97208

- Attention: Mr. Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Engineering Manager

Gentlemen: . : -

Attached is our declaration to fulfill the requirements of
40 CFR 265.115 and, if applicable, 40 CFR 264.115.

If you have any questions or if we can be of further
assistance, please call.

Sincerely,

CH2M HILL NORTHWEST, INC.
Richard G. Crim, P.E.
Geotechnical Engineer

Attachment

CH2M HILL INC. Portiong Office 2020 SW. Fourth Avenue, 2nd Fiocor, Portiand. Oregon 97201 503.2249190
PDC372.050 TELEX: 360103 CH2M PTL



BN :rgincers
‘lll.l.' Planners
Economists
— Scientists

DECLARATION

With respect to the solidified paint waste at the Gilmore
Steel Corporation, Oregon Steel Mills Division, in Portland,.
Oregon, the undersigned declares that, based on his personal
observations, review of records, and documentation, and in
his professional engineering judgment and opinion and to the
best of his knowledge, the following steps described in the
attached closure plan have been performed:

1. Container storage equipment has been removed.

2. The soil was tested in a grid pattern at six
points.

3. Gravel and soil were removed in the area adjacent
to the concrete pad.

4. Sampling was performed after soil and gravel were
removed. Based on results from Coffey Laboratories,
Inc., Log #A850826-A, all samples tested indicate
a concentration of methyl ethyl ketone of less
than one part per million.

5. Excavated soil and gravel was placed in drums and
-manifested for shipment to a permitted hazardous
waste landfill.

6. The excavated area was backfilled with clean
gravel. '

This declaration does not constitute any warranty, express
or implied. ' e

Signed,

J2AA Y. Coi

Richard G. Crim, P.E.

CH2M HILL INC.  Porfiand Office 2020 SW. Fourth Avenue. 2nd Fioor, Portiand, Oregon 97201 5032249190
PDR372.046.1 TELEX: 360103 CH2M PTL



CLOSURE PLAN

The following plan meets the requirements of 40 CFR 265 and 264
for the closure of a Container Storage Area and includes the
coumments submitted by the Oregon Department of Eng;;gngznlal .’?

L e ———

‘Quality in their August TI5,1985 dated letter.

Coating Department: _Container Storage of Methyl Ethyl Ketone (MEKX)

Steps:

1. Remove all container storage equipment including
empty and/or partially full barrels, pallets, funnels,
etc.

2. Test soil in a grid pattern along the west side

-of the concrete pad at six (6) points.

3. Pending the outcome of the sample analysis, remove
sufficient gravel and soil in the area adjacent to the
concrete pad to ensure a clean up level to background
is achieved.

4. The level of background will be acheived when
sample analysis of the soil indicate a Methyl Ethyl
Ketone (MEK) concentration of one part per million
(1 PPM) or less. This concentration meets or exceeds
the level of detection standard in EPA's Analysis Test
Method #8015 outlines in EPA publication Test Methods

for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW B46, July, 1982.

5. Excavated gravel and soll removed will be placed
DOT 17 E Barrels and disposed of in a permitted
Hazardous Waste Landfill. '

6. The excavated area will be backfilled with clean
gravel. -

7. The closure will be certified by Gilmore Steel
Corporation, Oregon Steel Mills Division and an
Independent Registered Professional Engineer as
specified in 40 CFR 265.115 and 264.115.

8. Laboratory Analysis will be performed and certified
by an outside independent laboratory using the above test
method specified by Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality.



COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

4914 N.E. 122nd Ave.
Portiand, OR 97230

‘:::| Phone: (303) 254-1794

Oregon Stee) Mills

P.D0. Box 2760

Portland, Oregon 987208

Attention: Tom McCue

Analysis Requested: Methyl Ethyl Ketone

Sample ID: Dirt

CLIENT ID RESULTS
1 < 1.0
2 < 1.0
a < 1,0
4 3.6
5 : 1,0
6 < 1.0

{ denotes "less than”

Results in mg/Kg.

August 26, 1985
Log #A850822-C

Sincerely,

S M-

Susan M., Cof
President

SMC/gs



COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

4918 N.E. 122nd Ave.
Portland. OR 97230

‘ | Phone: (503) 254-1794

Oregon Steel Mills

P.0. Box 2760 ,
Portiand, Oregon 97208
Attention: Tom McCue

Analysis Requested: Methyl Ethyl Ketone

Sample ID: Dirt

CLIENT 1ID RESULTS

1 < 1.0
2 < 1,0
3 < 1.0
4 Ax < 1,0

B#* ¢ 1,0
5 < 1,0
6 < 1.0

{ denotes "less than”
Results in mg/Kg.

A% Before Cleanup
B#* After Cleanup

August 27, 1985
Log #A850826-A
RETEST REFORT

Sincerely,

M.

Susan M, Coffey
President

SMC/gs




PO. Box 2760
Portland, Oregon 97208
Phone {503) 286-9651

January 29, 1986

Ms. Catherine Massimino

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL FPROTECTION AGENCY
Region 10 M/8 333 :

1200 Sixth Avenue ",

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Cathy:

Thank you for your telephone call yesterday, reminding me
that certain information. regarding the closure of a container
storage area is due. Enclosed with this letter is a blue print
with the waste solvent container area outlined and an
informational submittal responding to the five (5) items requested
in the Charles E. Finley letter of November 20, 1985,

?

If further information is needed for your evaluation of the
closure, please contact me at (S03)2B6-9631.

Sincerely,

'——__vcb*wna (ﬂfwikhkj

Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Manager

Enclosure

TCM1 3p

ATTACHMENT Z



i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

A drawing is enclosed which identifies the Waste Solvent
Container Area, Sampling Grid, the Sampling Foints, and the
location of the soil which was removed.

The Sampling Method was devised to obtain a series of
Sampling Foints radiating outward from an observed spill of
paint and/or Methyl Ethyl kKetone (MEK). The Spill Area was
contained by a concrete pad on the east side, therefore,
sample points were chosen on the three (3) remaining sides as
well as the actual spill point. Thig sampling method was
described as a Sampling Grid consisting of six (&) points in
the closure plan submitted to Oregon Department of
Environmental Guality and was approved prior to execution.

The sampling procedure was developed to obtain representative
samples by:

1, Excavation to a six (6) inch depth at each sanmple
point.
2. Collect soil and gravel samples at each point with a

hand trowel.

3. Samples were placed directly into clean clear glass
sample bottles and sealed with aluminum foil and screw
top lids.

4, The sealed sample bottles were placed into a covered

cardboard box for protection from ultraviolet light and
transported to Coffey Laboratories to be refrigerated
until analyzed. '

A Spill Area was observed and sampled according to Section ii
above.

The Independent Frofessional Engineer observed each step of
the Closure Flan as performed and attested to in the
Declaration Document provided to EFA, August 29, 1984. The
Independent Professional Engineer was chosen to oversee the
closure operation because of his previous experience as a
Contract Supervisor overseeing clean up operations for two
(2) vyears for EPA at the Love Canal Site.
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APPENDIX B

WASTE PAINT LANDFILL DOCUMENTATION



P.O. Box 2760
Portland, Oregon 97208
Phone (503) 286-9651

June 3, 1986

Mr. Edward Woods
Northwest Region
Department of Environmental Quality

P.0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207 : DERT, pE ENWROMENTA! Onapiry

RE: One Time Disposal of Solid Waste
Dear Mr. Woods:

To confirm our previous telephone conversations, we are requesting
approval to leave certain solid wastes in place for disposal on-site
rather than disposal at the St. John's Landfill. The solid waste is
described as paint waste "B” and has been analyzed for total metals,
extraction procedure toxicity metals, and methyl ethyl ketone the only
significant solvent. Paint waste "A” is the currently produced paint
waste and will be handled in a different manner.

We propose a one—time disposal of up to four hundred (400) cubic yards
of paint waste "B” on-site. We have disposed of all paint wastes
generated since August 1984 in an off-site permitted landfill
authorized by a special waste disposal permit as you requested. Due to
the quantity and the inert quality of this paint waste material, a
one-time disposal approval seems appropriate.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

\ e aus C YW\ G-

Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Manager

Enclosures



| COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

4914 N.E. 122nd Ave.
Portland, OR 97230
Phone: (503) 254-1794

May X8, 1586
_ Loo ¥ABE0DI4-E
i FO%: 100
Cregorn  Etest Millg
PO, Zow Z7ED
Fortiznd, Cregeon S7208
Attenticny Tom McCue
Analysis Requested: E P Toxicity Test.
Ssmple ID: #1 - Faint Waste A, 5-13-8c
#2 - Paint Wsste B, S-:12-8€
Sampie Description: FPaint Waste
Method of Armalysis: Federal Eeglsrer/Vol.H?, Mo.5&/Monday,
May 15, 19580/ PRules and rFeguaiations sppendix 11, Page 3212
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COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

4914 N.E. 122nd Ave.
Portland, OR 97230
Phone: (503) 254-1794

-"ul il 8 4105

lay 28, 13586
Log #REEUD14-E
rO3: 100
PMilis
Tom McLlue
Analysis kequested: Total Merals
Sample iD: #! - Paint Waste A, 5-13-86
#2 - Paint Waste B, 3-13-8k
Eample Description: Paint Waste
AMALYTSIS SAMPLE #1 SAMPLE 32
frsenic ¢ 10.00 < 10,00
Esrium 7B E 3734
Cadmium 6.77 Z7 .64
Chromium 1332 o 215, 3
Lesad 156.9 332.6
Mercury ¢ 0.05 < 0,05
Seisnium < 0.03 < 0.05
Silver < 5.0 { 5.0
Methyl Ethyi Eetoresx 14 1.4

Fesults in mg/Kg
zenotes "less than”

¥ Analysis by extraction GC/FID and compariszon with Solutioncs of
standards.

Sincereiy,

EMC/gs

This report is for the sole zna exclusive use of trne sbove ciient,
Sampler a2re retained a mzximnum of !5 dzys from the cate of this letter.



Department of Environmental Quality B

VICTOR ATIYEH 522 SW. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE: (503) 229-5696

Governor

June 23, 1986

Mr. Thamas C. McCue
Oregon Steel Mills
P. 0. Box 2760

Portland, OR 97208

Re: Multnomah Co. - SW
IETTER AUTHORIZ@TION 8A-184

Dear Mr. McCue:

This is in respdme to your request for a one time permit to put paint
wastes in an existing landfill on your plant site. Your analysis of the
palint wastes . indicates that those wastes do not meet the definitions of

hazardous wastes. Therefore, the Department hereby authorizes the disposal
of the paint wastes on site subject to the following conditions:

1. The wastea shall be added to the existing landfill on your plant
site.

2. The wastes added to the landfill should be the paint wastes
characterized by the test results submitted with your request.

2. The amount of wastes shall rot exceed 400 cubic yards.
4. At least 2 feet of cover shall be inatalled over the waste piles,

5. The wastes shall not be deposited at levels lower than the
existing water table.

6. This authorization expires 6 months fram the date of this lettar.
If vou have any questions, please contact me at 229-5296.

Sincerely,

Edward G. Woods
Senior Envirommental Analyst
Northwest Region

BEGW:m
SM350
cc: Solid Waste Section



—-2>/770y

Andrew J. Gilpin

Manager, Environmental Services
Portland Steelworks

Oregon Steel Mills, Inc.

P.O. Box 2760

Portland, OR 97208-0363

Dear Mr. Gilpin:

HART  LWEIE NC. ()
JUN 25 1997 regon
Poriand O L8
DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL
JUNE 23, 1997 QUALITY

Western Region -
Salem Office

Re: Solid Waste Landfill

SW Permit No. 1174
Multnomah County

. This is in response to Hart Crowser’s letter on your behalf of April 30, 1997, requestmg that

SO]ld Waste stposal Site Closure Permit No. 1174 be terminated. |

Enclosed is an evaluation of the request by Fred Bromfeld, of my staff. His determination is that

pursuant to OAR 340-95-050(5), the permit may be terminated as the subject landfill poses no
threat to human health or the environment and requires no further solid waste activity.

As such, Solid Waste Disposal Site Closure Permit No. 1174 is hereby terminated.

cc: Fred Bromfeld, NWR
Herb Clough, Hart Crowser

Sincerely,

Chartes W. Donaldson
Manager, Solid Waste Permits
Northwest Region

750 Front St. NE
Suite 120

Salem, OR 97310
(503) 378-8240
(503) 378-3684 TDD
DEQ/WVR-101 1-91



' PERMIT TERMINATION REPORT

OREGON STEEL MILLS, INC. Report By: Fred Bromfeld
P.0. BOX 2760 '
PORTLAND, OR 97321

Prepared: June 23, 1997

SW LANDFILL
SW PERMIT NO. 1174
MULTNOMAH COUNTY

By an Apnl 14, 1997, letter from its consultant, Oregon Steel Mills requested that the Department
terminate the permit for the closed landfill at its Rivergate mll.

Background

The landfill is small and in a remote comer of the mill site. It was permitted on July 31, 1995,
several years after its last use, at the request of Oregon Steel and to enable the Department to
monitor the impact of the landfill on groundwater. Attachment 1 gives more complete background.

Evaluation

A review of an April 29, 1997, report of 9 sampling events, indicated a slight, though statistically
significant increase in arsenic, iron, and manganese in the shallow groundwater beneath the landfill.
But, given the landfill’s location [groundwater] downstream of most of the mill facilities, its impact
on the already impacted groundwater is not deemed to be significant. As such, further monitoring
1s unwarranted.

1 also inspected the landﬁll site on June 19, 1997. The top cover is 18" compacted aggregate and
~ appears unchanged from its condition at closure. Oregon Steel uses it as a storage area.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the permit be terminated as provided by OAR 340-95-050(5) since the site
poses no threat to human health or the environment and:

1. There is no need for active supervision of the site.
2. There is no need for maintenance at the site.
3. There is no need for the maintenance or operation of any system or facility at the site.

Attachment



- _ Attachment 1

PERMIT EVALUATION REPORT

OREGON STEEL MILLS, INC. | Report By: Fred Bromfeld

P.0. BOX 2760 - Nancy Sawka.
PORTLAND, OR 97321 :

Prepared: May 15, 1995
SW LANDFILL Revised: July 3, 1995
SW PERMIT NO. 1174
MULTNOMAH COUNTY
Background

Oregon Steel Mills, Inc. (OSM) operates a steel mill that manufactures carbon steel from scrap and
additives in an electric arc fumace. The mill is located on the eastern bank of the Willamette River
in the Rivergate industrial area of north Portland, Oregon.

The subject 3 acre landfill is located in the northwest comer of the mill property about 100 feet
from the Willamette River. The landfill was operated between 1975 and 1990 but this is the initial
permit since the disposed wastes were considered inert and exempt from regulation during the time
of its operation.

The disposed wastes are primarily mullite (a clay), ceramic refractory, fumace slag, and mill scale.
In a September 30, 1992, RCRA Preliminary Assessment, EPA determined the landfill to be a solid

waste management unit. '

Cover Evaluation

On January 19, 1995, OSM submitted an application to the Department requesting that the landfill
be closed under a closure permit. Also received were a Landfill Site Characterization, July 2, 1993,
and a Landfill Closure Plan, April 3, 1995, Revised May 10, 1995.

* The plan for the landfill cover is satisfactory and is incorporated into the permit.

Groundwater Evaluation

An extensive amount of waste and groundwater characterization work has been completed at this
facility as part of the RCRA Preliminary Assessment (PA), the landfill site characterization study
(SCS), and for the closure plan. In addition to the process waste discussed above, a one-time
disposal of non-hazardous paint wastes was allowed in the landfill sometime after June 1986.



These paint wastes tested as non-hazardous, but contained sufficient concentrations of some trace
metals to be viewed as a potential environmental concern should leaching of the wastes occur.

The groundwater flow at the site is towards the Willamette River. The potential receptors of a
leachate release, should one occur, are the groundwaters beneath and downgradient of the landfill,
and the Willamette River to the west.

The landfill has an existing monitoring well network consisting of two downgradient wells, one
upgradient well, and one cross gradient well. These wells were installed as part of the SCS. Waste |
characterization data and groundwater analytical results presented in the SCS and closure reports,
indicate that the main constituents of concern are trace metals including arsenic, barium, cadmium,
chromium, lead, nickel, and zinc. Most of these constituents were detected in the wastes and/or the
groundwater. The metals in the groundwater were not detected above the federal or state standard,
but most did exceed the concentrations found in the upgradient well.

The permit requires quarterly groundwater monitoring of the existing monitoring wells for the
constituents of concem. With the completion of closure activities, the potential for leachate
generation and release should be minimized. After two years of quarterly groundwater monitoring,
the site should be re-evaluated to determine if the closure efforts have been effective in reducing the
concentrations of metals in the groundwater. VOC and semi-VOC analyses are not included in the
groundwater monitoring requirements of the permit because these constituents are not expected to
pose an environmental threat based on the data collected to date. However, VOCs and semi-VOCs
should be sampled by the DEQ laboratory during the first split sampling event to confirm the
previous groundwater sampling results.

A water well inventory is also required in the permit since a detailed survey was not completed or
provided in previous reports. :

The permit was put on public review June 1, 1995. No comments were received.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the draft permit be issued as proposed.



\'.
DEPARTMENT OF
JAN 3 0 '996 ENVIRONMENTAL
Andrew J. Gilpin -
Manager, Environmental Services QUALITY
Oregon Steel Mills, Inc.
P.O. Box 2760 ’ ' ;”gs'em Region -
Portland, OR 97208-0363 alem Office
Re: Solid Waste Landfill
SW Permit No. 1174
Multnomah County
Dear Mr. Gilpin:
We have reviewed and accept the Landfill Closure Construction Report, November 30, 1995, as
* the construction certificaion required by OAR 340-93-150. Based on the certification we
consider the landfill to be closed. _

The construction report was very well pﬁmtad.

If you have any questions, please call Fred Bromfeld, of my staff, at tel: 229-6210, Portland.

Northwest Region

cc: Fred Bromfeld, NWR
Herb Clough, Hart Crowser

750 Front St. NE
Suite 120

Salem, OR 97310
(503) 378-8240 .
(503) 378-3684 TTY



APPENDIX C

DRD POND DOCUMENTATION



OREGON STEEL MILLS

P.O. Box 2760
Portland, Oregon 97208-2760
Prone (503) 286-9651

September 3, 1999

Mr. Charles Clinton

Manager, Hazardous Waste Technical Assistance and Compliance
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

Northwest Region

2020 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 400

Portland, OR 97201-4987

Re: Closure of Issues Related to Former DRD Pond
Dear Chuck:

This letter is in response to your inquiry about the final resolution/closure of the fonmer Direct
Reduction Division (“DRD") storage pond located at the Oregon Steel Mills® (“OSM™)
facility. I apologize for the delay in getting back to you, the former DRD pond has a long (and
at this point, dated) history and it took some time locating the relevant documents.

It appears from my review of the files that the regulatory issues associated with the DRD pond
were the subject of discussions between Gilmore Steel Mills (“Gilmore™) (now OSM), the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™), and the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (“DEQ") from 1980 until 1987. By 1987, after Gilmore had removed
all the material from the DRD pond, and had demonstrated through sampling and analysis that
the DRD pond was not a source of potential contamination, both EPA and DEQ considered the
issue closed. Below I have provided you a brief narrative of the history and resolution of the
DRD pond. I have also enclosed relevant documents and correspondence relating to the DRD

pond.

As you may recall, Gilmore used the former DRD pond for many years for storing iron ore
used in the manufacture of steel. For a short period of time, from approximately June 1980
until March 1981, Gilmore placed electric arc fumace dust (“EAF”) into the DRD pond. At
about this same time, the EPA promulgated regulations under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (“RCRA™) defining emission control dust from the electric furmace production of
steel as a listed hazardous waste. The listing of KO61 as a hazardous waste began what tumed
out to be a long and often convoluted series of discussions about the regulatlon and appropriate
management of the material located in the pond.

For purposes of your inquiry about the ultimate resolution of the matter, I will skip a
significant portion of the early DRD pond history and instead, focus on describing bow the



M;s. Charles Clinton
September 3, 1999

Page 2

resolution and closure of the former DRD pond was achieved. In chronological order,
important milestones relating to the pond closure are as follows:

1.

In March 1983, EPA and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
(“DEQ™) conducted a joint inspection of the Gilmore facility. The inspection
report prepared by DEQ did not identify any violatons at the facility, and stated
that once the EAF dust was removed from the DRD storage facility, Gilmore
would not be considered a treatment, storage, and disposal (“TSD") facility.

Between May 7, and May 10, 1984, Gilmore removed the EAF dust, the K061
listed waste, from the pond (a total of approximately 413 tons), and manifested it
to the RCRA-permitted Subtitle C disposal site in Arlington, Oregon.

In July 1985, EPA determined that the materials remaining in the DRD pond (iron
ore) would not be considered a solid waste under EPA’s recycling rules if 75

percent of the iron ore remaining in the pond was removed and recycled by
December 31, 1985.

Beginning in July 1984, Gilmore conducted groundwater monitoring in the area
surrounding the DRD pond and submitted the results to EPA. All of groundwater
monitoring data from 1984 through 1986 show that no substances of concern
exceeded EPA’s safe drinking water standards.

In November 1985, EPA wrote a letter to Gilmore stating that EPA had concluded
that there was no evidence that any hazardous constituents had been released from
the DRD pond. EPA also stated in this letter that Gilmore was not required to
have either interim TSD status or a RCRA permit, or to file a closure plan, with
respect to the DRD pond and that the DRD pond did not present any further
RCRA issues.

On October 29, 1986, consistent with EPA’s conclusions regarding the DRD
pond, DEQ wrote Gilmore granting its permission 1o proceed with the leveling of
the site and to discontinue groundwater monitoring because all of the iron ore
materials had been removed and because the analytical data on the materials
removed from the DRD pond demonstrated that the material did not contain any
hazardous constituents of concern.

In sum, by 1987, both EPA and DEQ had determined that the former DRD pond was
administratively closed as a regulatory concern based on the removal actions performed by
Gilmore and Oregon Steel and based upon confirmation sampling of the former DRD pond and
of the groundwater underneath the former DRD pond, both indicating that the former pond had
not been a source of a release of bazardous substances.



Mr. Charles Clinton
September 3, 1999
Page 3

As recently as August 1992, an EPA contractor conducted a RCRA Preliminary Assessment of
the Gilmore facility. Although the EPA contractor identified the former DRD pond as a solid
waste management unit, it recommended no further investigation or action with respect to the
former DRD pond, ‘



Mr. Charles Clinton
September 3, 1999

Page 4

I have enclosed for your files the following documents:

1.

10.

Memorandum from the Director of Environmental Quality Commission (“EQC™)
to EQC regarding Agenda Item K for the January 31, 1986, EQC Meeting-
“Request for Variance from Gilmore (Oregon) Steel from Classification as Solid
Waste Certain Iron Ore Material.” Attachments '] through 4 to Agenda Item K.

Letter dated May 7, 1985, from Thomas C. McCue, Environmental Manager, for
OSM, to Kenneth D. Feigner, Chief, Waste Management Branch of the EPA
regarding Groundwater Data Submittal transmitting the fourth submittal of
Groundwater Analysis and the Groundwater Elevation Data for all 15 well points.

Letter dated September 9, 1985, from Mr. McCue to Mr. Feigner transmitting the
second submitial of Groundwater Analysis and the Groundwater Elevation Data.

Letter dated November 20, 1985, from Charles E. Findley, Director, Hazardous
Waste Division, EPA, to Thomas B. Boklund, President, Gilmore in response to
Gilmore's letters of August 29, and September 30, 1985, as to the handling of the
DRD pond matenal.

Interoffice Memo dated July 1, 1986, from Brett McKnight of DEQ to File thru
Neil Mullane regarding HW CEI Inspection Review.

Letter dated July 29, 1985, from Mr. Feigner of EPA to Mr. McCue of Gilmore
regarding a follow-up to meeting held on June 4, 1985, and major issue being the
redefinition of solid waste promulgated by EPA on January 4, 1985, on the past
and present hazardous waste activities at Gilmore's Portland, Oregon, facility.

Letter dated July 23, 1986, from Mr. McCue to Mr. Feigner transmitting the fifth
submittal of Groundwater Analysis and Groundwater Elevation Data (not
included).

Letter dated July 30, 1986, from Mr. McCue to Ms. Gillaspie regardmg
documentation of iron ore removal for recycling or reuse.

Letter dated August 28, 1986, from Richard C. Bird, Manager, Process
Engineering, OSM, to Ms. Gillaspie regarding removal of all of the material in
the DRD Ore Storage Facility from our property for recycling.

Letter dated October 13, 1986, from Mr. Bird to Chuck Rice of EPA regarding
request to terminate monitoring pursuant to the Consent Order entered mto on

. February 8, 1985.



Mr. Charles Clinton
September 3, 1999
Page 5

11. Letter dated October 22, 1986, from D. Henry Elsen, Assistant Regional Counsel,
EPA, to Marvin B. Duming, counsel for Gilmore, in response to his letter of
September 29, 1986, and OSM’s letter of October 13, 1986, to Charles Rice of
EPA regarding activities at the DRD ore storage/disposal unit at its Portland,
Oregon, facility.

12.  Letter dated October 23, 1986, from Mr. Bird to Mr. Rice regarding removal of
last few cubic yards of iron ore from the Ore Storage Facility and placed it in with
the small amount of material at the rail head which is being shipped to a cement
manufacturer for recycling into cement and request for prompt approval to push in
the dykes, etc. as per letter of October 13, 1986.

13. Letter dated October 29, 1986, from Edward Woods, Senior Environmental
Analyst, Northwest Region, DEQ, to Mr. Bird regarding confirmation of all
material having been removed and permission to level the storage facility and
discontinue groundwater monitoring program.

14. Letter dated December 18, 1987, from Mr. Bird to Ms. Gillaspie regarding
removal of all iron ore and shipment to Canada Cement LaFarge, Ltd., or to Ash -
Grove Cement West, Inc., for use in the manufacture of cement.

15. Letter dated September 30, 1992, from Kathryn Gladden, Work Assignment
Manager, Science Applications International Corporation, to Deborah Robinson of
EPA transmitting final RCRA Preliminary Assessment report along with page 23
of that report.

OSM has considered the former DRD pond a closed issue for many years. I trust this letter
and the accompanying enclosures allow you to close your file on this issue too.

Please call me if you have any questions regarding the former DRD pond.

Sincerely,
OREGQN STEEL MILLS, INC.

)/

ANDREW ] PIN
Marager, Environmental Services
Portland Steelworks

AJG:P-S:d-r



Mr. Charles Clinton .
- September 3, 1999
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Enclosures
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?_‘;3 Environmental Quality Commissicn

Mailing Acaress' BOX 1760. PORTLAND OR 37207

cmse amves 5§22 SOUTHWEST 5:n AVENUE. PORTLAND CR 27204 PHCME 5030 229-22:82

DCEC-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

'Prom: Director

Subject: Agenda Itenm X » January 31, 1986, EQC Meeting
Request for Varlance from Gilmore (Oregon) Steel from
Classification as Solid Waste Certain Iron Ore Material

Background

Gilmore Steel operates a steel rolling mill in the Rivergate district of
north Portland. The facility is also known as Oregon Steel.

The corpany combines scrap iron and various alloys to produce steel. The
mill was built in 1970. The company had used an impoundrent to store iron
oxide ore. The iron ore pond is about 310 feet by 390 feet and 19 feet
deep, and is located south of the main mill, adjacent to the Willamette
River. To control air pollution, the company uses a baghouse.

In May of 1980, the company started using recycled scrap iron to replace
iron ore in its steel making process. This caused some contaminants from
scrap iron (lead, cadmium and chromium) to be generated in the steel making
process. The contaminants were collected in the baghousée.:- The baghouse
dust was deposited in the iron ore storage pond from May of 1980 until
March, 198l. :

Under current state and federal Resource Conservation & Recovery Act (RCRA)
hazardous waste regulations, baghouse dust froa the primary production of
steel in electric furnaces is a listed waste (§K061, Emission Control
Dust/Sludge).

Disagreements between EPA, DEQ and Gilm&re Steel over the proper regulatory

‘" handling of the material in the iron ore pond delayed disposition of the

material for several years.

A regulatory light-through-the-tunnel appeared with EPA's revision of the
hazardous waste rules to exclude legitimate recycling or reuse from
hazardous waste regulations. EPA promulgated these rules January 4, 1985;

‘they were adopted by reference by the Environmental Quality Commission on’



PETITION BEFORE THE STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRORMENTAL QUALITY

Subject: Petition by Gilmore Steel Corporation to exclude a material
(assumed to be a waste for purposes of the petition) at its
Oregon Steel Mill Rivergate facility from status as a hazardous

waste under the Oregon Hazardous Waste Management Program.

Introduction

Gilmore Steel Corporation petitions the Oregon Department of Envirommental
Quality (DEQ) to exclude from status as a hazardous waste, a mixture of
iron ore and emission control dust now found in the aspﬁaltic lined iron
ore storage facility at its Rivergate plant in Portland, Oregon. The mate-
rial is 99.92% iron oxides by weight and 0.08% other metals (lead 0.076%,
cadrmium 0.0027%). ‘

Gilmore Steel believes that the material {s not a waste at all but is a
mixture of a raw material and a by-product of manufacturing which is bene-
ficially reuseable. This petition is presented out of an abundance of cau-
tion and to cooperate with regulatory authorities as far as possible. For
purposes of this petition, Gilmore Steel, therefore, asks that DEQ assume
the material to be subject to its hszardous waste management program and

grant this petition to remove it from that status.

By this petition, and Oregon's interim authorization it 1s requested and
understood that the action of the Environmental Quality Commission Qill be
pursuant to both the Oregon and federal hazardous waste management pro-
grams. With this understanding, the petitfon refers only to the Oregon

program.

b



OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this petition, requesting exclusion of materials which are
currently in the ore storage pond from the Oregon Hazardous Waste Manage-
ment Program at Gilmore S;eel Corporation, 1is to dembnstrate under OAR
340-101-003 (5); {(a) & (b) that the mixture of these materials no longer
exhibits the characteristics of a hazardous waste as defined in OAR

340-101-Subdivision C. Subsequent to original EP tbxicity‘Submittals and
interpretation by EPA on the characteristics of these materials, substan-

tial quantities of the emission control dust have been removed and disposed

of at Chem Securities System Inc.'s Class ! landfill in Arlington, OR.

The technical basis for this petition has been developed from the collec-
tion and analysis of unbiased randomly distributed samples, which show that
the material no longer exhibits EP Toxicity (per OAR340-101-024), and is
not, therefore by definition, a hazardous waste. The remainder of this
petition is organized in a one-to-one correspondence with the OAR 340-100-
020 & 022 requests for Information to Jjustify the exclusion of this

material.



PETITION BEFORE THE STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

SUBJECT: REQUEST BY GILMORE STEEL CORPORATION FOR THE
DECLASSIFICATION OF MIXTURE CONTAINING HAZARDOUS
CONSTITUENTS.

Gilmore Steel Corporation requests the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality Quality (DEQ) to exclude from regulation a mixture of iron ore and
enission contreol dust from the secondary production of steel by the Elec-
tric Arc Process (EAF dust). The exclusion is requested on the basis that
the mixture is not characteristic of a waste, is not a listed waste, and is
exempted because it 1s a mixture of a raw material and a reusable by-
product. No new material is being added to the stored material and the use
and re-use of the material is dependent upon declassification of the

mixture.



QAR 340-100-020 (2)

(a) Gilmore Steel Corp
Oregon Steel Mills Division
14400 N, Rivergate Blvd.
Portland, OR 97203

(b) Oregon Steel Mills (0OSM) is owner and operator of an iron ore
storage facility consisting of an asphaltic lined pond contain-
ing 47,610 tons of iron ore and oxide of iron. Within this
mixture are minimal amounts of metal oxides of lead and cad-
mium which may therefore be subject to Oregon and federal

hazardous waste regulations. However, at this time, 1t 1is in

the {interest of OSM to remove these process materials for

recycling to a steel making facility to allow for other use of
the land.

(c) To facilitate this plan, Oregon Steel Mills proposes that the
ODEQ approve this petition to exclude the contents of the ore
storage facility from status as a hazardous waste under the
Oregon hazardous waste management program, because chemical
analyses show that the mixture is not a characteristic waste as

defined in OAR Sub Division D of Division 101 (340-101).

SUGGESTED STAFF/COMMISSION WORDING

"It i{s the opinion of the (staff/commission) that the material con-
tained within the asphaltic 1lined storage facility at the Oregon
Steel Mill's property of Gilmore Steél does not weet the pertinent
criteria set out in OAR 340-101-003 for classification as a hazar—
dous waste and is excluded from the provisions of the Oregon Hazar—

dous Waste Management Programs.

The (staff/comsission) bélicves that the saaples collected were non-
biased and adequately represent any variations which may occur in

the waste petitioned for exclusion.



AR 340-100-020 (2)

The (staff/commission) has also reviewed the groundwater data and
_ leachate collection analysis data submitted in this petition and
submitted separately and found no migration of hazardous comnsti-
tuents into the groundwater or environment from this storage facil-
ity. In addition, the (staff/commission) has reviewed the peti-
tioned material by the Vertical and Horizontal Spread (VHS) model
developed Sy EPA and proposed in the Federal Register/Vol.50, No.
38/Tuesdéy, February 26, 1985/pages 7896-7900. This analytical
model assumes a reasonable wvorst case land disposal scenario inclu-
ding generation of a leachate, migration of the leachate to an
underlying gfounduater aquifer and migration of the contaminated

groundwater aquifer to a nearby drinking water well.

1f theée materials were to be disposed of in an offsite landfill,
the VHS model predicts the potential of hazardous constituents to
migrate from the landfill. The (staff/commission) has found that,
based on the VHSImodel, the potential for contaminant migration at a
952 confidence interval for'lead, cadmium, and chromium would not
exceed the hrimary drinking water standards for those constituents
at the nearest reception well (per EPA, reception well is chosen to
be 500 feet away).

The (staff/commission) believes that the material contained in the
asphaltic lined storage facility is non-hazardous for all reasons,

and, as such, should be excluded from hazardous waste control.”

Resolution:

The Environmental Quality Commission of the State of Oregon herehy
grants the petition of the Gilmore Steel corporation and excludes
from status as a hazardous waste under the Oregon Hazardous Waste
Management Program the approximately 47,610 tons of materifal in the
ore storage facility.at Gilmore Steel's Rivergate, Portland facility

as nore particularly described in this petition.



OAR 340-100-020 (2) Continued

"d) The proposed declassification (delisting) is required

facilitate recycle of these materials by removal from the

site. OSM requests that the petition should be approved on

the basis that the mixture is not hazardous and passes all

required testing methods for hazardous classification (OAR
340~101). The declassification {(delisting) petition should

also be approved on the basis that the wmixture poses no

threat to public health or the environment. Even though the

nmixture {s not, as noted above, a characteristic wvaste,

approval of the petition will allow for its complete removal

from the site.

The following evidence is offered in support of this petition.

(1) Extraction Procedure Toxic Test Method Results

ELEMENT 0SM MIXTURE*, mg/1 OAR/EPA STD, mg/l
ARSENIC : < 0.05 5.0
BARIUM 0. 39 100.0
CADMIUM 0.43%* 1.0
CHROMIUM < 0.05%* 5.0
LEAD 4.2] %% 5.0
MERCURY < 0.05 0.2
SELENTUM < 0.05 1.0
SILVER < 0.05 5.0
® OSM mixture results from a weighted composite resulting from

25 full depth core samples selected on the basis of a compu~-

ter based statistically random selection progras. The OSM

mixture falls belov the standards set by the Environmental

Protection Agency and adopted by the State of Oregon for

classification as a hazardous material.

& Elenents of concern for classification as a hazar&ous mater—

ial.
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(2) At the demand of EPA, groundwater monitoring test results were com-
pleted for three down-gradient wells. All analyses showed compliance
with the requirements of OAR 340-105 Subpart F, as an example, Data

for well OSM-2 are shown below:

£ 3 4

EPA
Primary

OSM 2 Drinking
ELEMENT _ Sampling Run Water Std
ARSENIC 0.005 0.05
BARIUM < 0.1 1.0
CADMIUM < 0.001 0.0l
CHROMIUM < 0.001 0.05
FLORIDE 0.8 1.4<2.4
LEAD < 0.01 0.05
MERCURY < 0.001 0.002
NITRATE < 0.05 0.0
SELENIUM < 0.005 0.0}
SILVER < 0.002 0.05
ENDRIN < 0.02 0.0002
LINDANE < 0.02 0. 004
METHOXYCHLOR < 0.5 0.1
TOXAPHENE < 1. 0.005
2,4-D < 1. 0.1
2,4,5-TP SILVEX < 1. 0.01
RADIUM - S pCi/1
GROSS ALPHA - 15 pCi/1
GROSS BETA - 4 MREM/yr.

OSM-2 A down-gradient well located at the vaste containment
boundary.

Less than the detection limit of the analytical method.

Representative data for three quarterly analyses run to date.
(July, Oct, Dec B84)

Indicates that these are EPA priority pollutants.



OAR 340-100—020 (2)(d) Continued.

The ground water monitoring results from this down-gradient well
along with 18 additional ground water monitoring well samples all
meet. or exceed the Environmental Protection Agency and State of
Oregon primary drinking water standards, which indicates that the
contents of the ore pond have been fully contained by the asphaltic

liner.

(3) Run-on/Run-off water (collected within the pond) test results from

19 Nov 84.
osM EPA Primary & Secondary
Sample Drinking Water Std
ELEMENT ng/l mg/l
ARSENIC < 0.025 0.050
BARIUM 0.02 1.0
CADMIUM ' 0.0019 0.010
CHROMIUM < 0.01 0.050
FLORIDE 4.93 1.4-2.4
LEAD < 0.001 0.050
MERCURY < 0.0005 0.002
NITRATE _ 0.13 10.0
SELENIUM < 0.001 0.010
SILVER 0.0016 0. 050
IRON : 0.08 0.3
MANGANE SE 0. 004 0.05

The run-on/run-off water collected within the lined storage facility meet
or exceed ;he EPA énd ODEQ primary drinking water standards with the
exception of fluoride. Although the drinking water standard for fluoride
is exceeded, it 1is not listed as a hazardous constituent of the iron ore
mixture by EPA or ODEQ standards supported in section (1) above, and this
water is fully treated and reused within the steel making process. Fluo-
ride 18 not released from the facility into any drinking waters of the

State.
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(9)

(%)

(a) Coffey Laboratories Inc.
4914 N.E. 122nd. Ave.
Portland, Oregon 97230
Phone: (503) 254-1794

(b)

Sampling and Testing - Personnel Description
Resumes for the pertinent personnel may be found in Appendix A.

(1) All samples were collected by Thomas C. McCue, Envirommental

(2)

(3

(4)

Engineering Manager for Gilmore Steel Corp.

B.S. Degree in Science,_Oregon State University

Continuing Education includes graduate work and seminars in
various environmental areas.

Experience includes seven (7) years as an Environmental

Engineer, and six (6) years as an Analytical Chemist.

All samples were prepared by Traci L. Trotman; Spectroscop-
ist for Coffey Laboratories
B.S. Degree in Science, Portland State University

Experience includes five (5) years laboratory experience.

All samples were analyzed by Harland B. Haynie, Director of
Research and Development for Coffey Laboratories.

B.A. Degree in-Math, Whitman College

B.A. Degree in Physics, Whitman College

Experience includes seven (7) years as a nuclear engineer
USN, four (4) years lecturing in physics and biocheﬁistry,

and four (4) years laboratory experience.

All sample preparation and aﬁalysis was supervised by Susan
M. Coffey, President of Coffey Laboratories

B.S. Degree in Microbiology, Oregon State University
Graduate course work in Environmental Chemistry and Biochem-
istry,

Experience includes over ten (10) years as a laboratory

chemist.
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(b)

(¢)

(d)

(e)

(5) Consulting Engineer = Dr. Larry L. Russell

' President of Russell Environmental Engineering and Develop-
ment.
Ph.D - Sanitary Engineering, University of California at
Berkeley
M.S., B.S. -~ Civil Engineering, University of California at
Berkeley
Experience includes over 15 years as an expert in Environ-

mental Chemistry and Waste Management.

All sampling was performed between December 10-14, 1984,

All samples collected were submitted to Coffey Laboratories for
analysis December 14, 1984.

Testing of samples was completed in stages between January 9,
1985 and March 1, 1985. All analyses will be found in Appendix
B. )

Generating Facility:
Gilmore Steel Corp.
Oregon Steel Mills Division
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd.
Portland, OR 97203

Process Description.
Recycled scrap iron and lime are charged {nto a water cooled,
refractory lined melting vessel or furnace. The {iron and
lime are wmelted by passing electric current through the scrap
iron st a rate of 520 kw/ton via three graphite electrodes.
The electrodes are consumed in the process at a rate of 11
l1bs/ton molten steel producing CO and COz_gases. The gas
nixture in turn provide the transport media for the wmetal

oxide fume and particulates generated by the melting process.



OAR 340-100-022 (e) Continued

As the scrap iron melts the lime fluxes with the impurities
contained in tﬁe scrap and floats thea to the top forming a
foamy slag. Once the slag building process is complete the
slag éan be drawn off (slag-off) and the remaining “clean”
steel can be chemically and metallurgically adjusted with
ferro alloys. When the design chemistries are met, the
steel is tapped and poured into slabs awaiting final rolling
into finished plate.

Raw Materials Used in the Steel Making Process:

Recycled Scrap Iron

Lime Iron Ore
Ferrochromium Ferrovanadium
Copprer

Ferromanganese

Nickel

By-Product of the Steel Making Process

Slag
Condensed Metal Oxides and Lime Dust

All steel by-products have been analyzed and evaluated
against standards for 1listed and characteristic wastes.
Only the condensed metal oxides found in the emission con-
trol dust faliled the extraction procedure toxjicity test.
All other by-products were found non-hazardous.

Emission Control Dust Formation

During the meltdown process the electric arc from the gra-
phite electrodes vaporizes a small amount of the scrap iron
at the contact interface creating vapor phase metal fumes.
In addition to the arc interface fumes other vapor phase
netal fumes are released as the molten bath builds. The
first to form are low melting point netalc. such as lead and
cadeiuwn, vhich flash off early in the meltdown phase due to
their respectively low partial pressures. The mixture of
vapor phase metals are carried out of the furnace with the
carbon monoxide (CO) formed by the graphite electrodes.

-11-
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Combustion air is added to the gas mi*ture immediate-
ly after leaving the furnace to oxidize the CO to
CO,. The gas mixture is then cooled by passing
thru water cooled duct sections within the fume
collection system. As the gas mixture cools, metal
oxides condense out of the gas stream to form submi-
cron particulates. The higher melting point metals,
such as iron, condense first, providing a nucleus of
condensation for the lowver melting point metals. The
fine particulate formations tend to be sowmewhat
charged depending on the degree of gas {ionization
(e.g., free vaporized metal vs. oxidized metal) and
will therefore agglomerate into larger particles up

to 100 microns as they pass thru the gas stream.

Electron wmicrographs show agglomerations of small
spherical particles in large randomly attached masses
similar to a crystal growth. They also show spheri-
cal growth of agglomerated particles with an outer
layer binding them together much like the peel of an
orange. Chemical analysis of these agglomerated par-
ticles {indicate the outer layer to consist of lower
melting point metals such as lead cadmium and zinc.
The spherical, two component partrticle is found early
in the wmeltdown cycle, whereas the randomly agglom—
erated particles are found towards the end of the
melt period. This further demonstrates the early
flash off of lov melting point metals and ultimate
condensation of other higher melting point particu-
late. For a more indepth explanation of steel enis-

_sion control dust formation see Appendix D.

-12-
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(f) Ore Storage Facility Content Description -

(composite sample from 25 core samples)

(g)

Parameter Weight (not intended to
total 100%)
ARSENIC < 0.01
BARIUM 0.00108
CADMIUM 0.002303
CHROMIUM < 0.01
LEAD 0.074
MERCURY < 0.009
SELENIUM < 0.009
SILVER 0. 0004
IRON 41.0
MANGANESE 0.121
MAGNESIUM 0.255
VANADI UM 0.0013
CALCIUM 1.12
COPPER 0.0215
ZINC 0.496
ALUMINUM 0. 266
SODIUM 0.0177
TIN < 0.001
NICKEL 0.00167
TITANIUM 0.0135
STRONTIUM 0.00141}
SILICA 2.07
MOISTURE 7.61

TOTAL

53.1%

The remaining weight is thought to be oxygen and a small amount

-of tesidual material which could not be dissolved.

No further

production of this material occurs because the material to be

declassified is a mixture of emission control dust metal oxides

(mostly iron oxide) and iron ore.

BASIS FOR LISTING AS A HAZARDOUS WASTE

SEE APPENDIX E.

-13-
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(n)

SAMPLING METHOD
Description

The sampling method was developed in an effort to obtain statis-
tically valid samples which accurately describe the entire con-
tents of the ore storage area. This objective proved difficult
due to the variation in sample density and moisture content. The
ore storage area traps rain water within the asphaltic 1liner
which mixes with the iron ore and EAF dust to maintain a 6 to 302
moisture content. The variation in moisture content made some
areas so soft that safety equipment was required to prevent
sinking. Other areas of the storage area were so hard that core
samples required predrilling to loosen compacted layers. Photo—

graphs of the sampling procedures may be found in Appendix C.

After attempting three different core sampling methods an Oak-
field core sampler was chosen.(Photo P~1) The Oakfield sampler
consisted of a8 hollow sample probe, open on the side, with hard-
ened cutting tip.(Photo P-2) Thirty (30) inch extensions and a
tee handle could be'attached to the hollov sample probe allowing
the probe to be pushed into the ore.

Since a continuous core sample was needed to depths ;a deep as
thirteen (13) feet, a sample casing was needed. The casing con-
sisted of three sections of one inch conduit which could be
threaded together.(Photo p-3) The sample casing insure& that
all core smmples obtained from the Oakfield sampler came from
precisely the same célunn'of soil extending from the surface to

the asphaltic liner. ce EE e

-14-
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A sampling grid was set up to accurately locate sample points. The
grid consisted of a ten (10) by eleven (11) matrix of 110 sample
points accurately positioned with a standard surveyors transit.-
(Photo P~4,5) Twenty-five (25) sample points were picked from the
sampling grid by a computer based statistically random selection
program run on an IBM PC XT computer.{Table T-1 Appendix D) The
conputer selected points were plotted on the sample grid and full

-depth core samples were taken from these pqints.

Procedure

A sampling station was set up at each sample point to minimize sam—
ple contamination.(Photo P-6) A clean paper work surface was used
to set out all samples and sampling equipment. All equipment was
cleaned between sample stations to prevent cross-contamination.
After equipment set—up the sample casing was advanced into the sam
ple media using a slide hammer.(Photo P-7,-8) Care was taken not to
advance the casing more than one foot before sampling to prevent
compacting within the casing. The Oakfield core sampling probe was
then pushed down the casing, retrieving the core section.(Photo P-9)
The core section uas. placed into a clean one quart jar and the
process was repeated by advancing the casing and resampling until
contact wich the asphaltic bottom occurred.(Photos P-10-11-12) Wwhen
a8 full depth core sample was obtained the sample jar was sealed vith
a gasketed screw top 1id, labeled and placed into a box for shipment
to the lab.(Photo P-13). Finally all sample data was recored inclu-
ding sample number, location, and depth of the core.(Photo P-14)



0AR 340-100-022 Continued
(1) Sampling handling and preparation

All samples were collected in clean, clear glass, 1 quart bottles
vith screw top 1lid containing a vinyl seal. Both the 1id and
bottle were labeled with a sample {identification number and
recorded on the field data sheet. All filled sample bottles were

plaéed_back into the original shipping carton for transport to
the laboratory. All samples were taken directly to the labora-

tory and logged in by the quality control methods specified in
the QA/QC manual found in Appendix F.

(1) Scope of Work: LABORATORY INSTRUCTIONS

A series of 25 core samples were obtained from an {romn ore
pile. Due to the height of the pile the samples take from
one to three containers each ana are labeled A,B,C respect-
ively. You will find a total of 42 containers which make up

the 25 core samples.

Analysis
25 EP toxicity - one EP tox on each core sample
1 EP toxicity - one EP tox on the composite sample

- the composite sample to be weighed
up by Coffey Lads to provide mass‘
balanced composite. (See Example
provided)

1 EP toxficirty - EAF dust composite (6 Pb)

P eIl om SHETS

28 Quantitative - Full Quantitative analysis on all

core samples and composite samples.

-16-
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2 Primari Drinking - Analyze both water samples for
Water Analysis Primary Drinking Water Standards.
Emphasis will be on metals.
1 pR & Buffering - EAF dust composite report the pH of
Capacity EAF dust in distilled water and the

anmount of acid used in the EP tox

test.

MASS BALANCE FORMULA for the preparation of the composite sample:

SAMPLE GROSS WT. — TARE WI. _ COMPONENT WT. OF SAMPLE
TOTAL SAMPLE WT. IN COMPOSITE

Reports - Prepare reports separately on the following categories

of analysis:

1. EP toxicity analysis of the 25 core samples and the

composite sample.

2. EAF dust report including EP tox, Quantitative analysis,
pH (H70) and buffering capacity.

3. Quantitative analysis report of all 25 core samples and

the coaposite sample.

4. 'Prinary drinking water analysis report of both water
samples.

-17-
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FIELD SAMPLE DATA

Sample Location Depth

1

.2

10
11
12
13
14

15

® Unable to sample full depth - expected depth 5.5°'

3

8A
8B
li
18
19
29
30
36
38
47
49
50
51

61

7.0°'

12.25°

13.25"

13.0°
8.0'
9.0"
4!
10.0°
6.5
7.0
6.0°
9,251
10.25°
8.25°

7.5°

Sample Location Depth

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

62 5.5°'
66 3.0' »
74 4.25"
76 5.25°
83A 3.5
8;3 3.5
87 S.5"
98 5.5"
99 6.0"'
101 4.5°
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Continved

(3) DESCRIPTION OF TESTS PERFORMED

(k)

The extraction technique follows the EP toxicity test procedures

specified in:

Federal Register/Vol. 45, No. 98/
Monday,May 19, 1980/Rules and
Regulations; Appendix 1I, page
33127.

The digestion method for total metal analysis follows the ASTM

microwave digestion procedure.

INSTRUMENTATION

(a) EP

toxicity extractions were analyzed on the following

ingstruments:

(1.)

(2.)

Perkin-Elmer Model 5000 Atowmic Absorption Spectro-
photometer with autosampler, graphite furmace, and

hydride attachments.

Varian AA-575 Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer
with vapor generation attachments was used for

Mercury analysis only.

(b) Total metal digestions were analyzed on;

Perkin-Elmer Model 6000 Inductively Coupled Plasma (ICP)

wvith auto Bampler, peristaltic pump, and purge attach-

aents.
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(D

CERTIFICATION

"1 certify under penalty of law that I have person-
ally examined and am familiar with the information
submitted 1in this demonstration and all attached
documents, and that, based on my inquiry of those
individuals {mmediately responsible for obtaining

the information, I believe that the submitted
information is true, accurate, and complete. 1 am

aware that there are significant penalties for
subnmitting false information, including the possi-
bility of fine and imprisomment.

SIGNED THIS DAY OF 1985

Thomas C. McCue
Envirommental Engineering Manager
Gilmore Steel Corporation
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WA

OREGON STEEL MILLS

OIVISION OF GILAMORE ST=ZL ZTI_R2O0SaTION
2.0 BDOX 2760 « PORTLAND, OREGON 87208
TELEP~ONE (303) 206-3631 -
TWX: 910 484 *Sa9

December 20, 1985

Fred Hansen, Director
Oregon Department of Environmental

Qualicy
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

RE: Gilmore Steel Corporation (OSM) -~ Petition for
Variance froe Classification as a Solid Waste

Dear Mr. Hansen:

Gilmore Steel Corporation hereby petitions the Director of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (and the Oregon Environmental
Quality Commission) to grant a variance until December 31, 1986 from
classifying certain iron ore material as a solid waste by virtue of
being accumulated speculatively without sufficient amounts being
recycled or transferred for offsite recycling. Although Gilmore Steel
vill ship the material as soon as feasible, we cannot now know when the
transportation problem will be solved.

Background. The material in question i{s certain {ron ore material
(iron ore, ore fines, and emission control dust) in the DRD ore storage
facility at our Rivergate Plant. As you know, materfal has been held at
our plant for recycling, either at our plant or to be sold and shipped
offsite for use as an ingredient in making a product, and dboth DEQ and
EPA Region 10 have concurred that if so sold and tramsferred, without
being reclaimed or speculatively accumulated, the material {s not a
solid waste (and hence not a hazardous waste). (See letter of Kenneth
D. Feigner, EPA Region 10, to Thomas C. McCue, Gilmore Steel dated July
29, 1985 with copies to DEQ.)

Gllmore Steel Corporation sold the material to a cement manufactur-
ing company in Canadas for use as an ingredient in making ferro cement
and arranged transportation by barge. It will all be used in the
cement, nothing will be reclaimed., Four barges, each of about 12,000
tons capacity were contemplated to load and depart in the month of
December 1985. The first barge, carrying about 12,034 tons departed
December 14, 1985 but experienced difficulty at sea. We are told by the
barge company that the load shifted and caused the barge to list danger-
ously. Fortunately, however, the barge did arrive safely at Vancouver,
B.C. The second barge is at the loading pier, but the barge company has
placed a hold on further loading of shipments until it investigates the
problem and determines the suitability of its barges for the loads.
Gilmore Steel is working with the barge company on the problem and has
contacted other barge companies for bids and time schedules. Because of
these unforeseen, temporary, and uncontrollable circumstances, Gilmore
Steel may not be able to complete the transfer offsite of 75X or more of

the pmaterial for shipment to the purchaser by December 31, 1985.

I'd



Mr. Fred Hansen, Director
December 23, 1985
Page 3.

(4) Handling to minimize loss. The material is handled carefully
to minimize loss. 1t is all valuable material. The method of transfer
is by truck to a bulk loading facility in the Rivergate Industrial area
for loading into the barges for carriage to the purchaser's plant site
in Canada.

(S) Other relevant factors. As you know, Gilmore Steel Corpora-
tion believes none of the material is hazardous waste by virtue of other
criteria, and, at most, the emission control dust could be hazardous
waste. (The emission control dust {s still {ron oxide, but with tracs -
of lead, cadmium and chrome. These traces are absent form the other
material.) Out of an abundance of caution, however, Gilmore Steel Corp-—
oration makes this request for a variance.

Your attention to this matrer and the help of your staff is greatly
appreciated. In the interest of time, if further {nformation is needed,
please call Tom McCue, Environmental Manager, at 286-3651.

Sincerely,
-:95?::... “:"‘524:4Lo~414’

Thomas B. Boklund
President

TBB:dr
cc: Kenneth Feigner

Chief, Hazardous Waste Branch
U.S. EPA, Region 10
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CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT RECUESTED

_- o e = Ll 1lﬂ'ld. Pf'!ﬂd.ﬂt

Px;r;und. Gregon 5720
Dear Kr. Boklund.

TM: 1s in respoose to Gilmore Steel Corporstion’s (Gi1loore) letters
of August 29 and Septeber 30, 1985. For your convenience, I Rave °
structured this Jetter to correspond to the format used {n your lettsrs.
These responses are 111 dased on the assumption that Gflmore will handle
the petarial 1n the CRD pond 1n such 1 menner that it does not meet the
éefinition of a solid waste under $261.2(e)(1), as long as Giimore did not
sccusulate speculatively and could document {ts claim that the materials
are not solid wastes or are conditionally exempt from nguhtion: set out
in $261.2(f). .

A. The Environsental Protection Aqanq's (EP2) Jetters dated
February 28, 1985, and July 30, 1985: We agree that the information
on past practices under 3004(0) of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) 1984 smendnents is not required. Bund on EPA's
review of Gilwore's regponses to these letters on April 2

Septesder 30, 1985, we have found no evidence that there hcs been
any release of a hazardous waste or hazardous constituent to the
environment from the facility.

8. EPA's letter of July 18, 1985: Ve agree that the Exposure
Information Report under the RCRA amendments 1{s not required.

C. EPA's letter of July 29, 198S:

Y. DRD Ore Storage facility: We agree that Gilmore does not
require interim status, nor & RCRA perwit, nor a closure plan,
with respect to the DRD Ore Storage facility. 6Eilmore should
also be aware {f the K061 dust that 1s stored in the pond were
to escape from the unit ({.e., toxic contaminants were to
leach from the waste and contaminate groundnu:g mis,uould
constitute ofsposal and meet the definition of andened’ . and
thus would be cefined as a solfd waste. Since the mterh'l
would also be a hazardous weste, the material lesking from tho
unit would be sub ect to the hanrdous wastes rules.

T — TN, - - ponﬂqeuater -the-ORP - -into --
23]

oare .- 1 : .. ..-. .. ..-..;.-.--. 178785:'454 Gc---’”wu....’.’ﬁ. .................................................

EPA Form 1320-1 (12.70)

o fom OFFICIAL FILE COPY
sr g TN '
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St il
E& o'&ir'of Pugust 7, 1985: We agree that Gilmore's
'!&ﬁi&,}im @ lar disposal facHity,

The atove informatfon is being reguested pursuant to Section 3007 of
RCRA, Your response snould be alrected to Latherine Massimino at the
lettarnead address within 45 days of your receipt of this letter. Failure
to respond to a Section 30C7 reguest could subject Eilmore to enforcement

action including cwonetary penslties.

Please direct any further questions on this metter to Catherine
Massimino of my staff at (206) 442-4153.

Sincerely,

8 Castes € Frdi

Charles E. Findley, Director
Yazarcous Yaste Division

cc: Michael Gearheard.' EPA
fcnael Downs, TEC

‘ bcec: A. Whitson, EPA
‘ C. Massimino, EPA
‘ ’ s Janet Gilespie, DEC

A ol Sate . iy
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Agenda Item X
1/31/86, EQC Meeting

December 9, 1985
To:  File

PROM: Dick Bird

SUBJ: Telephone Call To Brian Acton

I talked to Brian Acton of Pacific Basin Coal & Carbon in Canada
this afternoon and he passed on to me that LaFarge wants the 4th barge
of {ron ore material.

This then will empty the DRD storage pond of all {ron ore and
will raise the total quantity to ship to approximately 47,000 tons.

LaFarge will issue a purchase order change to cover the addi-
tional material on the 4th barge when our transportation problems are
solved.

) The necessity for the 4th barge was caused by the high moisture
content in the iron ore.
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'::'/4;:;.‘-- Quanyivy DESCRIPTION | wwit eaict a2t
' f ‘ Price Adjustments i
: ia) 1Iron Content - if the average Fe content !
3 5 (drv basis) of the material shipred is '
‘ lecs than 65.0% by weight (drv bacis), the '
s $1€.09 US per short ton (d&ry basis) price’ !
¢ 5 will be lowered in proportion as the per-| j
? i centage Fe content is to 65.0%. - | !
e : ec. Average Fe conzent is 64.0%¢ (dry bas_f.s) |
’ 5 i Price is adjusted as follows: | :
' _ i _64.0. o - |
. o \ 5.0 !
N } Price (dry basis) = 1609 x .98 = §15.77 !

A . This price is now subject to the moisture | -

adjustiment as per (b). = i T -
ceeear/3
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[ (2 CoawriTe DESCRIPT,ON i uwr sect | amou=

' X Iweight Determination: The weight of material | I
2 [ ; purchased will be determined in the loaded bakges |
3 ' at Portland Oregon by a licensed marine survé&or and }

. will constitute the Lasis of OSY¥ invoices to K.C.L. F-
s + 1f disputed, the parties will discuss and reach a i
. ! " mutually acceptable conclusion. [ }
> :' : % |
. i iPavrent Terms: | i

’ i i a) Up Front Payment: C.C.L. agrees to pay $30,000 us
" | ! on completion of unloading first barge. | |
i | b) Deferred Payments: The balance of the fgrst ship%
'1[ | ) ment as well as all subseguent barge shipments |

-sL_AA ] ' will be paid for by C.C.L. to OSM based QB C.C.L.[s

B =T T -7 -3acroal monthly-usage of the iron ore materiali The ~~
X ) price of the material will be calculated upon
arrival-of.the three barges and after adjustments
for iron content and moisture.
g s eeee. /5
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or an averace of 333 tone per month.

[ 1)
L fomire J‘ Cuaniry DCSCRIPTION { wnt eact | AwO.
' T
! ] C.C.L. anticipates but Goes not guarantee uazng )
2 ' 4,000 short tons per year of "'the OSM iron ore materLal
!

1

e | —

|
l
|

Effect of Permanent Closure of Richmond Plant:

5

The parties have no expectation at this timg{of -

10

permanent c'osure of the Richmond plant, bud

recognize that use of the materials by C.C.ﬂ. in

making cement will stretch out over a numbeﬂ of

3

years. 1In the event that C.C.L.'s Richmond plant

obeadt

O e —— e - .

is permanently shut down before all the material

has been used, C.C.L. will have no further obligation
for any additional payments for the material remaining
unused and title to this remaining unused material shall

revert to OSM. OSM will have a reasonable time, which

shall be not less than two years, to resell the material
and transfer if off C.C.L.'s plant site or make other
arrancements. OSM will not be reguired to pay to C.C.L.
any rent, storage charge, insurance, or any other fees,
costs, or retates of any kind in connection with the
reversion of title of the material and its presence on
C.C.L's sites during the rezsonable period and OS¥ will
Lave the right itself or through its agents to enter
C.C.L.'s property as appropriate to carry out the sales
or other arrangements for the xmaterial. If title to
any of the material shall revert to CSM as a resvlt of
the permanent closure of C.C.L.'s Richmond plant,

: ceeeed T

—_ e emrr—— e e em. =t m e e - -
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' OREGON S, ZEL MILLS

PO Box 2760
Portiand. Oregon 87208
Phone (503) 286-9651

May 7, 1985

Kenneth D. Feigner, Chief

Waste Management Branch (M/§S 533)
U,S. ENVIRONMENTAL FPROTECTION AGENCY
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Re: Gilmore Steel Corporation
Groundwater Data Submittal

Dear Mr. Feigners

Enclosed you will find the fourth submittal of Groundwater
Analysis as specified in the Partial Consent Agreement and Final
Order filed with EFA February 11, 1985. The data represents the
fourth consecutive quarter analysis for Well #9. Also enclosed
are the Groundwater Elevation Data for all fifteen (135) well )
points. 1f you have any questions regarding the data, you may
contact me at (503)286-96351.

Please note the contamination in the transfer blank, upon
review of the sampling procedures it was found that the sampler
had a tear in one (1) of the rubber gloves. MHowever, no
contamination was found in the ground water sample.

Sincerely,

Ve (M L

Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Manager

TCM/3p
Enclosure’
cct R.C. Bird
' M.B. Durning
J.A. Gillaspie
| File



OREGON STEEL MILLS
Div. of Gilmore Steel Corporation
Hydrologic Measurements

Measuring : Depth ' Ground Water
Well # Foint _Elevation To_Water Elevation_ __
GS-1 34.82 11.90 22.92
GS-2 32.89 10.19 22.70
GS -3 34.87 11.57 23.30
GS-4 35.18 12.46 22.72
GS-5 . 34,24 23.06 11.18
GS-6 34.58 ' 7.99 26.59
GS-7 . 40.29 17.93 22.36
GS-8 40,09 17.38 22.71
GS-9  40.00 17.39 22.61
GS-10 40,18 17.4% 22.69
GS-11 34.02 11.39 22.63
GH-1 35.23 11.86 22.37
GH-2 - 34.80 11.85 22.95
GH-3 . 31.90 DRY —_—
Gii-4 35.23 12.351 *22.72

s ey rRe



, Inc. Certificate

940 South Hamey St Seattle. Washington 98108 (206)767- 5068

CLIENT: Oregon Steel Mills LABORATORY NO. 95019
P.0. Box 2760 _
Portland, OR 97208 DATE: Feb. 19, 1986

ATIN: Tom McCue |
- P.0. #5155

REPCRT ON:  WATER

SAMPLE

IDENTIFICATION: Submitted 1/30/86 and identified as shown below:
TESTS PERFORMED 1) OsM GS-9 JpP/PC 1/28/86 1200

AND RESULTS: 2) OMTB JP/PC 1/29/86 0800

Note: Where samples were submitted and analyzed in quadruplicate, these
replicates are indicated by the designations a, b, ¢ and d.

la 1b lc 1d

pH, zlass electrode @ 25 C 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5
Specific Conductivity, . -
micromhos/cm @ 25 C 250. 230. 230. 230.
Total Organic Carbon, - _

parts per million (mg/L) 24. 35. 24, 25.
Total Organic Haiogens as Cl,

parts per million (mg/L) L/0.02 L/0.02 L/0.02 " 1L/0.02

Thes recon 8 pubrmned ke 0w sxchane uad O B9 DOrION, PAMTNErD. OF TXPOrShON 1D whom & B addressed SULSECLEnt Use Of B Nevre of g COMOBNY O By
) wdom-am-onmw-ndnmam-‘nwuv,mw'mﬂh_-mmmwnw
huumdeanmebhmdNnﬂNdW.
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94¢ Saunh Hamey St Seartle Washingion 98108 (206)767- 5060

Certificate

Oregon Steel Mills

pH, glass electrode € 25 C

Specific Conductivity,
micramhos/cm € 25 C

Total Organic Carbon,
parts per million (mg/L)

Total Organic Halogens as Cl,
parts per million (mg/L)

Total Organic Carbon,
parts per million (mg/L)

Total Organic Halogens as Cl -.‘
parts per million (mg/L)

Turbidity, Nephelometer units
Color, units

PAGE NO. 2
LABORATORY NO. 95019

2a 2b 2c 2d

6.2 6.2 6.2 6.1
L/5. L/5. L/5. L/5.

9.8 23. 5.6 . 110.
1/0.02 L/0.02 L/0.02 L/0.02
Method Method Method Method
Blank a Blank b Blank ¢ Blank d
L/0.1 - L/0.1 ——
L/0.02 L/0.02 L/0.02 L/0.02
1 2

2.0 0.5
60.0

This recon @8 MErTINeE ©r o GxThishe 189 Of B0 PErRaN. DATIND. OF CVPOrINON 10 Whom I 8 addrsesed SLAEUET use of e NemMe Of Tha COrCIry OF By
] member of 13 MMt N COMECTION WIth P18 ACVeNIIYG O I8 Of BNy PrOKuCT O PrOCees Wil DO I MeC ondy ON COMECL Ths COMPaNnY SOCE0N MO MMEOrumbwlly SXCIEN
hhnmdmm-wnwmum‘wnn—dumudm.



Toating Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Hamey Si. Seanle Washingion 58108 (206)767- 5060

=

Certificate

Chemisgy Mictobiclogy and Technical Services

Oregon Steel Mills.

Total Phenol
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen
Alkalinity as Ca(Q03
Arsenic
Barium
Cadmium
Chromium
Iron
Lead
Manganese
Mercury
Selenium
Silver
Fluoride
- Nitrate as N
Chloride
Total Hardness as CaCO3
Sulfate as S04
Sodium

Endrin
Lindane
;ietl'mtyd'xlor
2,4-D
2,4,5-TP

PAGE NO. 3

LABORATORY NO. 95019

parts per million (mg/L)

2
L/0.005
L/0.5
L/1.
L/0.005
L/0.02
L/0.002
L/0.005
0.02
L/0.01
1/0.002
1/0.001
L/0.005

- L/0.002

L/0.1
L/0.05
L/1.
5.
L/1.
L/1.

Method
Blank

L/0.005
L/0.5
L/1.
L/0.005
L/0.02
L/0.002
L/0.005
0.03
L/0.01
L/0.002
L/0.001
L/0.005
L/0.002
L/0.1
L/0.05
L/1.
L/1.
L/1.
L/1.

parts per billion (ug/L)

1
L/0.05
L/0.05

1/0.1
‘1J5.0.
L/0.8
L/0.4

-2
L/0.05
L/0.05
L/0.1

L/S. o s

.L/0.8

L/0.4

The oo 8 ommed ior 9 exchate uwe of The PIrson, PeMErThO, & COPOTEtIoN 10 WhOM | 8 adreesed. S\eecuent 188 Of The nerne of The company OF BNy
merrber of @ SN # CONIBCTION Bh T Sverteng O maie of By ProcuCl O PrOCeSS will B9 VUSR] ondy on COYWICT. The COMOANY SCCBES NO MapOnMsbty S1Tapt
! for 0w Oue perkrTrancs of FEpECEON ENG/ON snaiyse ! OO0 fedh NG ACCONONY 10 0 rudss Of e TROe and Of SOBNGS.



Test tones Inc. Certificate

940 Sauth Hameyp St Seattle Washingion 98108  {206)767- 5060

PAGE NO. 4

Oregon Steel Mills LABORATORY NO. 95019

Key
L/ indicates 'less than"

Respectfulfy submitted,

- Laucks Testing Laboratories, Inc.

/?3.77@@””)

JMD:br

Nw.wtnmmdﬁm,m.umnmn.m.w'@dnmdmm-n
mermter of 3 KA O CONVECTION with T Svertaang of e Of By YOG O process wf be OrEed only on corwact. This COMPeNny Kccapts MO TApONNOEy Cidt
B P% Ous periormance of PEPEChon SNG/Tr SNSlYRE B GOOG bath and BCOOVOWY 10 T Mutes Of T Y 8nG Of SOSNCE.

° .



940 Sauth Harney St. Seattle. Washington 98108 (206)767- $060

Certificate

Chemistry Microbidlogy and Technical Services

Oregon Steel Mills

APPENDIX

PAGE NO. 5

LABCRATCORY NO. 95019

Surrogate Recovery Quality Control Report

Listed below are surrogate (chemically similar) compounds utilized in the
analysis of volatile and organic campounds.

every sample prior extraction and analysis to monitor for matrix effects,

purging efficiency, arnd sample processing errors.

The surrogates are added to

The control limits

represent the 952 confidence interval established in our laboratory through
repetitive analysis of these sample types.

parts per billion (ug/L)

Sample No. Surrogate Compound

Pesticides

'Method Blank Isodrin

1 Isodrin -
2 Isodrin
Berbicides
Method Blank  2,4,5-T
1 2.“ .S-T
2 _ 2,4,5-7

md.nﬂnmmnmu‘uwﬁnum-.bpmuﬁﬂm

Spike Spike
Level Found
0.500 0.251
0.510 0.218
0.515 0.252
0.667 0.381
0.667 0.479
0.667 0.399

1 Control
Recovery Limit
50.2 43-118
42.7 43-118
48.9 43-118
57.1 28-128
71.8 28-128
9.8 28-128

oy y SaTHER

@ The npon 8 abmined KF e sachunhe e of The PITEaN, Parterhg, of COPOrSTION 1D wWHhom & B aoreesed. mmdhmda‘mﬂ"l
Tha

or P8 Oue pericrTNCe Of VEDSCUON BNG/r M98 1 GOOG Tt BNd ACCOYG 10 e Nase Of the baoe and of SOSNCH.
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REPLY IO M/S 533
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CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Thomas B. Boklund, President
Giimore Steel Corporation
P.0. Box 2760

Portiand, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Bok]und:

This is in response to Giimore Steel Corporation’s (Gilmore) letters
of August 29 and September 30, 1985. For your convenience, I have
structured this letter to correspond to the format used in your letters.
These responses are all based on the assumption that Gilmore will handle
the material in the DRD pond 1n such a manner that it does not meet the
definition of a solid waste under §261.2(e)(i), as long as Gilmore did not
accumulate speculatively and could document its claim that the materials
are not solid wastes or are conditionally exempt from regulations set out
in §261.2(f).

A. The Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) letters dated
February 28, 1985, and July 30, 1985: We agree that the information
on past practices under 3004(u) of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) 1984 amendments is not required. - Based on EPA's
review of Gilmore's responses to these letters on April 2 and

September 30, 1985, we have found no evidence that there has been
any release of a hazardous waste or hazardous constituent to the

.environment from the facility.

B. EPA's letter of July 18, 1985: We agree that the Exposure
Information Report under the RCRA amendments is not required.

C. EPA's letter of July 29, 1985:

1. DRD Ore Storage facility: We agree that Gilmore does not
require interim status, nor a RCRA permit, nor a closure plan,
with respect to the DRD Ore Storage facility. Gilmore should
also be aware if the K061 dust that is stored in the pond were
to escape from the unit (f.e., toxic contaminants were to
leach from the waste and contaminate groundwater), this would
constitute disposal and meet the definitfon of abandoned, and
thus would be defined as a solid waste. Since the material
would also be a hazardous waste, the material leaking from the
unit would be subject to the hazardous wastes rules.
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2. Cooling Pond: We agree that the cooling pond does not
require a RCRA permit as a hazardous waste management unit due
to the placement of the ponded water from the DRD pond into it.

3. Baghouse Dust Loading Facility: Based on the
documentation provided on production and offsfte shipment of
the electric arc furnace (EAF) emission control dust, it does
not appear that the EAF dust was accumulated in the railcars
over ninety days prior to shipment and consequently would not
require a RCRA permit. '

4. Waste Solvent Container Area: Based on the analytical
data and certifications provided and subject to EPA's
evaluation of the information jdentified in {tems {-v below,
it appears that the waste solvent storage area was adequately
closed and would not require a RCRA permit. Gilmore {s
requested to submit the information identified in {tems {-v
below, to enable EPA to perform this evaluation.

i. Drawing depicting the grid which was set up, the
location of the sample points and the location of the
soil which was removed.

i11. Methodology utilized to choose the number,
quantity, and location of samples to assure that they
were representative.

i11. Procedures utilized to obtain samples and quality
assurance/quality control procedures followed for
sampling.

iv. Was there evidence of spills and were these areas
sampled?

v. Milestones at which the Independent Professional
Engineer inspected the facility to support his
certification. _

Your request that the RCRA Part B application deadline be extended
to the end of the public comment period for the closure plan of the Waste
Solvent Container area, 1S granted.

You should be aware that any solidification of hazardous waste would
be considered treatment and require a RCRA permit. Under §260.10,
treatment fs defined as “any method, technique, or process, includin
neutralization, designed to change the physical, chemical, or b1b1og?cal
character or composition of any hazardous waste so as to neutralize such
waste, or so to recover energy or material resources from the waste, or so
as to render such waste non-hazardous, or less hazardous; safer to
transport, store, or dispose of; amenable for storage, or reduced in
volume,”
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D. EPA's letter of August 7, 1985: We agree that Gilmore's
facility is not a land disposal facility.

The above informatfon is being requested pursuant to Section 3007 of
RCRA. Your response should be directed to Catherine Massimino at the
letterhead address within 45 days of your receipt of this letter. Failure
to respond to a Section 3007 request could subject Gilmore to enforcement

action including monetary penalties.

Please direct any further questions on this matter to Catherine
Massimino of my staff at (206) 442-4153.

Sincerely,

Tt

Charles E. Findley, Director
Hazardous Waste Division

cc: Michael Gearheard, EPA
Michael Downs, DEQ
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CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Manager
Gilmore Steel Corporation
P.0. Box 2760 '
Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. McCue:

This letter is in follow-up to the meeting held on June 4, 1985, at
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 10's Seattle, Washington
office. Representatives of EPA, Gilmore Steel Corporation (Gilmore) and
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) were in attendance at the
meeting. The major issue of discussion at the meeting was the impact of
the redefinition of solid waste promulgated by EPA on January &4, 1985, on
the past and present hazardous waste activities at Gilmore's Portland,
Oregon facility. At the close of the meeting, EPA Region 10 committed to
consult with EPA Headquarters and prepare a response to the following
questions which were rajsed:

1. 1If Gilmore removed the contents {iron ore and K061 baghouse dust) from
its Direct Reduction Division (DRD) pond and sent it to another firm that
would use it to make steel, would the contents of the CRD pond not be
considered a solid waste based on §261.2(e), "...Materials that are not
solid waste when recycled. (1) Materials are not solid wastes when they
can be shown to be recycled by being: (i) Used or reused as ingredients
in an industrial process to make a product, provided the materials are
being reclaimed...”

2. If Gilmore removed the contents from its DRD pond and fed it back into
their own furnace for making steel would the contents of the DRD pond not
be considered a solid waste based on §261.2(e)(V)(1) or §261.2(e)(1)(§i1),
*...Returned to the original process from which they are generated,
without first being reclaimed. The materjal must be returned as a
substitute for raw material feedstock, and the process must use raw
materials as principal feedstocks.”

3. If Gilmore fed the K061 baghouse dust it is currently generating back
into its furnace to make steel, would it qualify as not a solid waste
based on §261.2(e)(1)(1) or §261.2(e)(V){ifi).

4. If Gilmore sent the K061 baghouse dust it is currently generating
offsite to a firm that would use it to make steel would it qualify as not
a solid waste based on §261.2{e)(1){i).
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5. If Gilmore briquetted the baghouse dust it is currently producing or
the contents of the DRD pond, would it effect the materials qualification

potential as not a solid waste based on §261.2(e)(1)(i) or
§261.2(e)(1)(iii). _

6. At what point would a material be able to qualify as not a solid waste

under §261.2(e)(1), from the point of generation or at the point of
recycling.

7. Could Oregon under its current status of Phase I authorization of the
RCRA hazardous waste regulatory program promulgate the redefinition of
solid waste and have it be effective or would it require an EPA approval
as a modification to their Phase I authorization, or would it require
Oregon to have received Final authorization.

The responses to these questions can be found below numbered as per above
questions:

1. Yes, the contents of DRD pond would qualify as not a solid waste under
those circumstances based on §261.2{(e)}(1)(i), as long as the contents of

the pond is not "accumulated speculatively.® As specified under
§261.1(c)(8):

...material is not 'accumulated speculatively' if the person
accumulating it can show that the material is potentially
recyclable and has a feasible means of being recycled; and
that--during the calendar year (commencing on January })--the
amount of material that is recycled or transfered to a3
different site for recycling, equals at least 75 percent by
weight or volume of the amount of that material accumulated at
the beginning of the period.

The first time period which would be looked at for this calculation would
be from January 1, 1985, to January 1, 1986.

2. & 3. The contents of the DRD pond and the K061 baghouse dust would
only qualify as not a solid waste under those circumstances based on
§261.(e){1){1) and only as long as the material is not “accumulated
speculatively.” §261.2(e)(1)(11) §s not applicable because the prinicipal

feedstocks used by Gilmore for producing steel are not virgin raw
materials.

4. Yes the K061 baghouse dust would qualify as not a solid waste under

those circumstances based on §261.2(e)(1)(1) as long as the material is
not "accumulated speculatively.” '

5. Briquetting the K061 baghouse dust or the contents of the DRD pond
would not effect that materials qualification potential as not a solid

waste based on §261.2{e){1)(i) or §261.2(e)(1)(111) because it is not a
form of reclamation.
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6. Materials would be able to qualify as not a solid waste under
§261.2(e)(1) from the point of generation on.

7. 1If Oregon adopts the redefinition of solid waste aS part of their

Phase I authorized RCRA hazardous waste regulatory program, no pre-EPA
approval would be necessary for it to be effective in Oregon. It should
also be clearly understood that unless Oregon adopts the redefinition of
solid waste it will not go into effect in Oregon.

If Gilmore did handle the material in the DRD pond or the K061
baghouse dust in a manner which would qualify it as not a solid waste
under §261.2(e)(1)(1), Gilmore must also be prepared to comply with
§261.2(f) “...Documentation of claims that materials are not solid wastes
or are conditionally exempt from regulation...”

Gilmore should not construe the qualification of the contents of the
DRD pond as not a solid waste as relieving Gilmore of its responsibilities
to submit a complete Part B application to EPA by September 4, 1985, as
specified in EPA's April 17, 1985, dated letter. Under a closure
scenario, this would require the submittal of a closure plan, post-closure
requirements (if applicable) and financial assurances as specified under
40 CFR Parts 264 and 270. '

Please direct any further questions on this matter to Catherine

Massimino of my staff at (206) 442-4153.
FeggneEIZ;Z?ef

Waste Management Branch

Sincerely,

" cc:  Michael Gearheard, EPA
Rich Reiter, DEQ
Michael Downs, DEQ
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PO. Box 2760
Portlang. Oregon 97208 .
Phone (503) 286-9651

July 23, 1986

Kenneth D. Feigner, Chief

Waste Management Eranch (M/S 5S33)
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Re: Gilmore Steel Corporation
Groundwater Data Submittal

Dear Mr. Feigner:

Enclosed you will find the fifth submittal of Groundwater
Analysis as specified in the Fartial Consent Agreement and Final
Order filed with EPA February 11, 1983. This submittal, K as all
previous submittals shows no groundwater contamination. Also |
enclosed are the Groundwater Elevation Data for thirteen (13) of
the fifteen (13) well points. Elevation point GH-3 has been
removed due to excavation of iron ore material from the storage
facility. Elevation point G5-7 was not accessible due to a
mechanical problem with the well cap. If you have any questions
regarding the data, you may contact me at (S03)2B4-9651.

Sincerely,

— o C N\

Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Manager

TCM/ jp

Enclosure

cct1 R.C. Bird
M.B. Durning
J.A. Gillaspie
File



' CECGOFR STEEE NELLS

PO Box 2760
Pontand. Oregon 87208
Phone (503) 286-9631

July 30, 1986

Janet A. Gillaspie

Manager, Northwest Region
Department of Environmental Quality
P.0O. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

RE: Documentaticn of Iron Ore Rewoval for Recycling or Reuse
Dear Ms. Gillaspie:

buring the month of July, the fifth, sixth and seventh barges contain-
ing iron ore were shipped to Canada. Cement LaFarge, LTD. for use as an
ingredient in the manufacture of cement. The total amount of iron ore
shipped to date is 56,717.55 short tons and was documented by licensed
marine surveyor as follows:

Barge & Date Loading Complete Amount Shipped
1 12-7-85 12,034.,3 ST
2 3-28-86 11,276.5
3 6-2-86 7,102.3
4 6-18-86 2,317.1
5 7-1-86 7,815.6
6 7-13-86 8,001.15
7 7-25-86 8,170.6

56,717.55 Short Tons

The amount of iron ore remaining on site 1s difficult to estimate with
precision. By volume there appears to be approximately 10 percent of
the original amount remaining. By weight we could have between 8 and
15 percent rewmaining depending on the densities of the remaining mater-
ials. 1In any case, we have removed for recycle or reuse wmore than “75
percent by weight or volume of the amount of that material accumulated
at the beginning of the period”™ by the terms of the variance granted
until July 31, 1986 (CFR Part 261.1 {c](6]).

Included for documentation is a copy of the contract with Canada Cement
LaFarge LTD., and copies of the marine surveyor weight certificates on
each barge shipped. If you have any questions, contact either Dick
Bird or Tom McCue at (503) 286-9651.

Sincerely,

T\ o W'

Tom McCue
Environmental Manager

cc: Marvin Durning, Durning, Webster & Lonnquist
Kenneth Feigner, EPA -~ Region 10

Dick Bird, Oregon Steel Mills
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WALTER O HAINES & CO.

Morre Srveyon ¢ Cargo Surveyon ond Approsens *  brapectors

Boord of Trode Bidg .. Sune 855
J0SW.dth Avence
Portiond, Oregon 97204

July 11, 1986

Mr. Fred Swanson
Oregon Steel Mills
P.O. Box 2760 :
Portland, OR 97208

Re: Barge “"MLC-331® - Loaded June 30 thru July 1, 1986
Our Report No. 86-38l

Dear Fred,

When we did the initial survey on the "MLC-331" this date we dis-
covered an error in the first survey which was submitted on Juiy
1, 1986.

When entering the tables on the initial cut of that survey we
mixed long and short tons. Therefore, we submit the following
figures as an addendum to the referenced report of survey:

TOTAL CARGO LOADED ON THE "MLC-331" WHICH COMPLETED ON July 1,
1986 IS AMMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS:

7,815.6 ST £<cif T 5
6,978.2 LT
7,090.1 MT

We regret this error and apologize for the inconvenience it cau-
ses you to make adjustments in your records.

Respectfully submitted,

Davlid A. Dent '

cc Ms Gay Stephenson, George Bush Co.
Mr. Herb Fear, International Terminals
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WEIGRT CERTIPICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel: Barge °*MLC-331° Report No, 86-381
Loaded at International Terms. A/c Oregon Steel Mills
Initial:0930 brs Fipal:1600 hrs
June 30, 1986 July 1,1986
1. Mean Draft Porwvard 2' 08.00° 12" 06.75°
2. Mean Draft aft 3' 01.00" 14' 08.25%°
3. Mean Draft Porward & Aft 2' 10.75° 13' 07.50" _
4. Displacement per Tables 1,642.0 LT 8,450.0 LT
S. Density Correction 0.0 LT 0.0 -LT
6. Displacement Corrected 1,442.0 LT 9,490.0 LT
A. Initial 1,442.0 LT
B, Pinal 8,4%90.0 L? ~IRON ORE PINES-
C. Difference 7,048.0 LY
Corrections + 103.2 LT By shores scale
7.  IQTAL CARGO ABOARD - 7,151.2 L/TONS

8,009.3 B/TONS
7,265.9 M/TONS

Note: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Deadweight and
Displacement Scale for Barge °MLC-331° which were supplied by the
barge owners.

(lLT!R O. BAINES & CO.

\ L.
' _Q‘Vid A. Dent = _




:o.t' e
-_yont 220-3747

WEIGHT CERTIFICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

VESSEL: Barge "MLC-331"
Loaded at International Terminals

1. Mean Draft Forward
2. Mean Draft Aft.
3. Mean Draft
4. Displacement per Tables
5. Density Correction
6. Displacement Corrected
A. Initial
B. Final
C. Difference

Corrections

7. TOTAL CARCD ABOARD

BARZICT )
ebs 9080 -
sntmgd Socn

(L1 1 "7

WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

Morre Surveyon . Cgpo&mymoﬁdw *  frapechons

Boord of Trade Bidg.. Swie 555
JIOS W. ath Avence
~ Porviong. Oregon 97204

Report No. 86-390
A/c Oregon Steel Mills

Initial: 0700
July 11, 1986

Final: 1530
“July 13, 1986

2' 08.75" 12' 00.50"
2' 08.00° 15' 03.50"
2' 08.375" 15' 08.00"

1518.77 L/T

0.00 L/T

1518.77 L/T

8483.65.L/T

0.00 LIT

8483.65 L/T -

8001.15 S/Tons

1518.77 LIT

8483.65 L/T

6964.88 L/T
179.00 L/T

7143.88 L/Tons

y
i,
1)

3l o2

o

7258.53 M/Tons

Note: Calculations in this report

of survey based upon Deadweight and

Displacement Scale for Barge "MIC~331*" which were supplied by the

barge owners.

WALTER INES ¢ QD.

ter Brauns
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WEIGBT CERTIPICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMERT

Vessel: Barge "MLC-311"
Loaded at International Terms.

1. Mean Draft Porvard

2. Mean Draft Aft

3. Mean Draft Porwvard & Aft
4. Displucemént per Tables

S. Density Correction

6. Displacement Corrected

A. Initial 1,483.6
B. Fipal 8,778.8
C. Difference 7,295.2

Corrections 0.0

Initial0730 hrs

LRI TY 1]
o~ a—
smomes Poge
———

WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

¢ Corpe huroyen ond Appremen *  bapecae

Soord ol Trode Bty . Suose 3§33
310 W o% Avene

Portend. Orege- 97204

Report No. 86-397

A/c Oregon Steel Mills

Pinal:1630 hrs

July 24, Y986 July 25, 1986
2' 05.00" 13 04.0°
2' 11.00 14' 11.00"°
2* 08.00° 14 01.5°
1,483.6 LT 8,778.8 LT

0.0 1T 0.0 LT

1,483.6 LT 8,778.8 LT

LT

LT -IRON ORE PINES-

LT

LT

7,295.2 L/TON

8,170.6 s;:gn
1,412.3 M/TON

y27A%e 7

Note: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Deadweight and
Displacement Gcale for Barge °MLC-331° which were supplied by the

barge owners.

Mr. Peter Brauns,
Attending Burveyor

WALTER O.

BAINES & CO.

W O\

DIV}G A. Dent i
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- X ! Price hdjustments !
: va) 1Iron Content - 3if the average ¥Ye content l
s [ : (dry basis) of the material shipped is F
4 : Jecs than 65.0% by weight (drv basis), the !
:| S1€.09 US per short ton (&ry basis) price! !
J ’ will be lowered in proportion as the per-| AJ
? ; certace Fe content is to 65.0%. | !
e : ec. Average Fe content is 64.0% (dry basks) -
’ i Price is adjustec as follows: | _E
10 : 64.0. o |
. i 5.0 1
_— J
12y : f__ Price (dry basis) = 1609 x .98 = $15.77 [
i L { This price is now subject to the moisture I

- adivstimant as per 1b). st s T
ceeees/3
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OREGON STEEL MILLS Nov. 29, 1985. NO. 1E3E€ E.
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INVOICE IN TRIPLIC

‘ ;_.»-.n; INgYE LCYIONS

:_' (Bl ¢ eaaniny DESCRIPIION 1 umzemce | s-zo
' ; jb) Moisture: The $16.09 US per short ton (drylbasis) '
? ! " f cost will be adjustec for moisture content |bv }
* f ' reducing the weicht as received (wet basisi in ;
‘ ' creportion to the moisture content of the material
s : ' receiveé (i.e. measurec in the barce as it?is i
¢ : : urloaded at C.C.L.'s plant site). ! i
? i : ec. 1f material received contains 13t moidture L
* ! bv weight, the dry basis weight will be 100% - 13&;
* l ! or 87t of the as received weight (wet basi*). The‘g
o | i price will be $16.09 x .87 x weight as recéived |
. I 3 which is eguivalent to $14.00 x weight (wet basis)J
12 | _ l 1 i
e § ; gkna’vsjﬁz Anélysis of Fe content and moisturé will bé
‘ T StE Richmond Plane. A Sampre spiii s inenCindpRant’
will be retained for a referee sample should OSM gquestion
C.C.L.'s analysis, =
A ) EY?
¢ T e N I NI R AT e T ST
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o ! iweight Determination: The weight of material | I
2 i . purchased will be determined in the loaded ba~ges |
> ' at Portland Oregon by a licensed marine surveyor and |
. " will constitute the basis of OSM invoices to C.C.L. ;
s] » 1f disputed, the parties will discuss and reach a. |
. ' mutually acceptable conclusion. | I
’ 5 f | . |
¢ ; iFavrent Terms: j ! \
* 7' | a) Up Front Payment: C.C.L. agrees to pay $30,000 UF
. | | on completion of unloading first barge. | I
' ! | b) Deferred Payments: The balance of the flrst shipr
12 | ) ment as well as all subsequent barge sh1dﬁents |
B [ ! will be paid for by C.C.L. to OSM basecd Sn C.C.L.[s
o — -= - actoal monthly-usage of the iron ore material: The ™~
' price of the material will be calculated upon
arrival of the three barges and after adjustments
for iron content and moisture.
. Y
::.;:-':1 g-.. ;.{. : ':_‘" ‘:;-L__‘ - ’.: - :,‘:i,i‘::_‘gzj.: s < S ) .'::.'}'
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(L—""'x; INFYO TV iOnNS i .
("o T ouamvie | DEsSCRiPTION L ovremce 1 aee
] ] Sarple calculation is ps follows: '
' l Tota) Shipment =~ 35,000 short tons (wet hath) '
| | - 2ssume 13% moisture |
| i Shipment (dry basis) is 35,000 x .B7 = 30}450 shos: tor
i | Dry basis price - $16.09 US per short ton |
i ! Iron adjustment - assume nil.
l [
[ | Total oving to OSM - 30,450 x $16.09 = .S4B$,940- - |
| Less: up front payment = 30,000 - !
] Balance owino = $459,940 l
3
Balance owing per dry ton used = $45%,940
{ | 3bas0 |
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C C L. 9111 provzoe OSY with actual monthly material - -

vsage reports so that OSM ‘can znvoice c.c. L. for ‘their
monthly consumptxon. S R
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DIESCRIPTION . { uwremct |
!

fomel ™

|ey

T

C.C.L. anticipates but Goes not guarantee naxng

4,000 short tons per year of the OSM iron ore materLal

|

or an average of 333 tone per month.

bvu..,'.i

haned Raand AU EIE RIS USRS SUVIINY P

|
I
l

’Effect of Permanent Closure cf Richmond Plant:

The parties have mo expectation at this time of = ./

10

" permanent cosure of the Richmond plant, but

recognize that use of the materials by C.C.q. in

12

making cement »1ill stretch out over a numbe{fof

years. In the event that C.C.L.'s Richmondgkﬂant

. --'u-“ IL: .

is permanently shut down before all the material

has been usead, C.C.L. will have no further obligation
for any additional payments for the material remaining
unused and title to this remaining uvnused material shall
revert to OSM. OSM will have & reasonable time, which
shall be not less than two years, to resell the material
and transfer if off C.C.L.'s plant site or make other
arrangements. OSM will not be reguired to pay to C.C.L.
any rent, ttorage charge, insurance, or any other fees,
costs, or rebates of any kind in connection with the
revarﬁion of title of the naterial and its presence on
C.C.L's sites during the reasonable period and OSN will
Lave the right itself or through its acgents to enter
C.C.L.'s property as appropriate to carry out the seles
or other arrangements for the material, 1If title to
any of the material shall revert to OSM as a result of
the permanent closure of C.C.L.'s Richmond plant,

- Y, |
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' C.C.L. shall turn over the material in safe condition

2 to OSM and shall be responsible for protectind the

> l material and keeping it in a safe condition (ﬂt its 1

. l own expense) during the reasonable period of éale or

s l |other disposition provigeé for above. ’

. —, |

? ' [Transfer of Title: Title to the materials sold will

o - { be in OSM until the barge arrives and matergal is .

\d - transferred into C.C.L.’s hopper at C.C.L.‘4 -

e } . Richmond plant site at which time it shall 4hift

' . | to C.C.1L. Except as provided above for mat rial . 4

for which title may have reverted to OSM, all risks

of loss or damage shall be borne by the parf{y having

YUY S B

'."

ad -

title, — - - - -
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WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

Morine Srveyorn ©  Corpo Surveyon ond Approeens ¢ bewpecrons

Boord of Trode Bidg . Sue 882
DI W em Acence

WEIGHT CERTIFICATE Voriong Ovepme 7954
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel ®"SEASPAN 251° Report No. 85-12211
Loaded at International Terminals A/c Oregon Steel Mills:

Initial:1400 hrs Final:1500 hrs
December 3, 1985 December 7, 1985

l. Mean Draft Forward 3* 03,.75"° 18*' 07.2"
2. Mean Draft aft 3* 05.875" 19' 07.7"
3. Mean Draft Forward & Aft 3' 04.8125" 19' 01.45"
4. Midship Draft - Port 3' 03.0°" 19' 03.1°
- Stbd 3* 07.0" 19' 02.3"
- Mean 3¢ 05.0" 19’ 02.7"
S. Mean of 3 & 4 3' 04.90625 ©19' 02.075"
6. Mean of 4 & 5 3* 04.953125 19' 02.3875"
7. Displacement per Tables 2,140.9 8T 14,175.2 ST
A. Initial 2,140.9 ST
B. Final 14,175.2 ST -IRON ORE CONCENTRATE-
C. Difference 12,034.3 ST
Corrections 0.0 sT
14. TA B - 12,034.3 S/TONS B4css £/

10,917.4 M/TONS (Factor 1.10231)
10,745.0 L/TONS (Factor 0.98421)

Note: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Deadweight
Scale for barge "SEASPAN 251°, supplied by Seaspan International,ltd.




WALTER O.

WEIGHT CERTIFICATE

.AINES & CO.

BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel: Barge "MLC 340-2" Report No.

Loaded at International Terminal

Initial:1530 hrs

March 24, 1986

Morre Surveyon o Corgo Surveyon ond Appresen . I-W.

~ ——

boord of Trade Bidg . Sunte $48

JICSW 4 Acone
Portiond. Ovegon 97204

86-310

A/c Oregon Steel Mills

Final:1400 hrs
March 28, 1986

1. Mean Draft Forward 2' 04.5" 16' 05.75"

2. Mean Draft Aft 3* 06.75" 17* 01.25"

3. Mean Draft Forward & Aft 2' 11.625" 16' 09.5"

4. Displacement per Tables 1,950.0 LT 12,270.0 -LT
Density Correction - 47.6 LT - 299.3 LT
cisplacement Corrected 1,30z2.4 LT 11,970.7 LT
A. Initial 1,902.4 LT

B. Final 11,970.7 LT -IRON ORE CONCENTRATE-
C. Difference 10,068.3 LT
Corrections 0.0 LT
14, TOTAL CARGQ ABOARD - 10,068.3 L/TONS
11,276.5 S/TONS £~ =~ X
10,229.9 M/TONS (Factor .98421 LT)

Note: Calculations in this report of survey

Lines of Curve supplied by carrier.

WALTER 0.

1

based upon Displacement

-

HAINES & CO.

\

Dav}d A. Dent '
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Portong, Oragen 97702

WEIGHT CERTIPICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel: Barge *MLC-340-2° - Report Ro. 86-356
Loaded at International Terms. A/c Oregon Steel Mills
Initials0730 hrs Pinal:2330 hrs
June 1, 1986 June 2, 1986
1. Mean Draft Porward 2' 07.00" 11' 03.00°
2. Mean Draft Aft 3' 02.00° 12* 08.00°
3. MNean Draft Porvard & Aft 2' 10.50° 11* 11.5%0°
4. Displacement per Tables 1,970.0 T £,870.0 LT
S. Density Correction - _48.0 LT . _=206.6 LT
6. Displacement Corrected 1,922.0 LT 8,263.4 LT
A. Initial 1,922.0 Lr
Te B, Pinal e,263.4 LT ~IRON ORE PINES-
C. Difference 6,341.4 LT .
Corrections 0.0 8T
7.  IOTAL CARGO ABOARR - §,341.4_ L/TONS
€,443.1 N/TONS (Pactor .98421)
3,102.3 S/TONS (Factor 1.10231)°- ¢ 72
i Note: Calculations in this reporft of sJirvey Siaed ;;3n Jitves ° ° 13
‘ and Deadweight Scale for Barge °MLC-340-2° supplied 37 t&# Ve
! owners.

MALTER O. HAINES s CO.
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WEIGHT CERTIFICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel: Barge °*MLC-2130° Report No. 86-368
Loaded at International Terms. A/c Oregon Steel Mills
Initial:0730 hrs Pinal:1545 hrs
June 18, 1986 June 18, 1986
1. Mean Draft Porward : 2' 03.00° 7' 11.%0°
2. Mean Draft Aft 2' 03.50° 9* 02.00°
3. Mean Draft Porward & Aft 2' 03.25° 8* 06.75"
4. Displacement per Tables 795.0 ST 3,170.0 ST
S. Density Correction - 19.4 ST - 771.) ST
6. Displacement Corrected 7715.6 ST 3,092.7 st
A. Initial 715.6 ST
B. Pinal 3,092.7 5T -IRON ORE FINES-
C. Difference 2,317.1 ST
Corrections 0.0 ST
7. I0TAL CARGO ABOARD - 2,317.1 S/TONS 64<-7% =

2,102.0 M/TONS (Factor 1.10231)
. 2,068.8 L/TONS (Factor .98421)

Note: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Curves of form
and Deadweight Scale for Barge "MLC-230° which were supplied by Nikum
& Spaulding Associates, Inc., Naval Architects.

WALTER O. BAIR

Mr. John thft
‘Attending Surveyor



OREGON STEEL MILLS

PO. Box 2760
Portiang. Oregon 97208
Phone (503) 286-9651

August 28, 1986

Ms. Janet A. Gillaspie

Regional Manager

Northwest Region

Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Or 97204

Dear Janet:

We have decided to continue our original plans and remove all of
the material in the DRD Ore Storage Facility from ouvr property for
recycling. In our last meeting you asked Tom McCue and myself how
we were going to "close” the DRD Ore Storage Facility. In
reviewing the regulations, we do not feel that any "closure®™ is
required. Attached is a letter from Marvin Durning, our attorney,
substantiating this.

Our plans are that after all the material is removed from this
facility, we will provide you with the appropriate documentation
showing that all the material has been transferred off site for
recycling {(Regulation 261.2 (f) ).Once we do this, we have met all
the obligations of the regulations and we will push in the sides
and add additional fill as needed to bring the property to level
again.

Hopefully, all the material will be gone sometime in 1986, and
this long, troublesome project will be completed.

If you have any comments or gquestions on the above, please contact
me directly.

Yours Respectfully,

ATV

Richard C. Bird
Manager, Process Engineering

RCB/rs

Enclosure

cec: Jan Whitworth, Manager, Hazardous Waste Section
M. Durning
B. Ferris -
T. McCue
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency o ('r Afzfz_
1200 Sixth Avenue 'S:LM k . )
Seattle, WA 98101 Woo S

RE: EPA v. Gilmore Steel Corporatiom
RCRA Docket No. XB4-03-27-3008
Consent Agreement and Final Order -
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Dear Mr. Rice:

In his letter of September 29, 1986 on our behalf, Mr. Durning ex-
plained briefly our request to terminate monitoring pursuant to the
Consent Order entered into on February 8, 1985, which will expire by
its own terms on February B, 1987. This is to provide you further
information prior to our meeting on Thursday, October 16, 1986 at 2:00
p.z. in your office.

You will recall that after the signing of the Consent Order it was
determined that the iron oxide material in our DRD ore storage facility
was not a RCRA hazardous waste because it fell within the exemption for
recyclable materials used as an ingredient to repoduce a product, and
not reclaimed. This exempt status has been maintained at all times by
sale and shipment of the material offsite for use in making ferric
cement and by a variance granted by Oregon DEQ extending time for the
shipments. We met the terms of the variance and transferred more than
752 of the material offsite for recycling before July 1, 1986, the
deadline within the variance.

Indeed, we have now taken all of the material (except about two cubic
yards vhich are wet but will be removed {f required) out of the ore
storage facility and all but about 2,000 tons has already been shipped
offsite for recycling while the swmall remainder is at railhead on our
site and is being shipped out at the rate of two railcars per week to a
U.S. cement manufacturer for use in making ferric cement.

The eighth barge of iron ore has just been shipped to Canada Cement
LaFarge LTD for use as an ingredient in the manufacture of cement.

Over the past 11 months, we have shipped approximately 85,835 tons of
iron ore (including moisture) out of the ore storage facility to Canada
and we are happy to report that this last barge essentially emptied the
iron ore storage facility.



Mr. Chuck Rice
October 13, 198¢
Page 2

DEQ inspected the facility on Thursday, November 9, 1986. We are
awvaiting word from DEQ.

In our Partial Consent Agreement and Final Order dated February 8,
1985, we were to sample and analyze the ground water out of the follow-
ing wellsé: GS-1, GS-3, GS-8, GS-9, GS-10. To date GS-1 and GS-9 have
been sampled and analyzed five consecutive quarters. GS-3 has been
sampled six consecutive quarters. GS-8 and GS-10 have both been sam—
pled for four consecutive quarters. Fimally, all wells in the ground
water monitoring system were sampled and analyzed for constituents in
265.92 (b) - 1, 2 and 3 in May 1986, and reported in July 1986.

Al]l these samples analyzed have shown the ground water to contain no
lead chromium or cadmium at a confidence level of 99 percent or better.
No other contaminants have been detected that are significantly dif-
ferent from background.

Now that the ore storage facility is empty, rain water will fi1l up the
area and could become a safety problem. Also, construction work on
this property will be much more difficult and expensive if we wait
until the heavy rains come and fill this facility. Secondly, for over
three years the property has been in limbo and we have not been able to
do anything with it, This is a prime piece of property on the river
which Oregon Steel Mills would like to begin using again.

Under paragraph 2F of the Partial Consent Agreement and Final Order,
“the terms of the Order may be modified by written mutual agreement of
the parties.” Therefore, we respectfully request that further sampling
and analysis be waived in order that we may properly close the wells,
push in the dikes, fill and level the property, and then begin using it
again. Discontinuance of monitoring is necessary because filling the
ore storage facility would eliminate elevation point GS-7 and wells
GS~-8, 9 and 10.

We look forward to meeting with you on October 16, 1986.

Very truly yours,

Richard Bird
Manager, Process Engineering

cc: Barbara Leither, Esq., EPA
Janet Gillaspie, DEQ
Marvin B. Durning
Leonard Hollenbeck
Ton McCue
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October 22, 1986

REPLY 70

ATINOF M/S 613
CERTIFIED MAiL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Marvin B. Durning, Attorney
1411 Fourth Avenue Bldg., Suite 920
Seattle, Washington 98101-2212

Re: EPA v. Gilmore Steel Corporation
RCRA Docket XB84-03-27-3008

Dear Mr. Durning:

This letter is in response to your letter of September 29,
1986, and Oregon Steel Mills letter of October 13, 1986, to Mr.
Charles Rice of the Environmental Protection Agency, regarding
Oregon Steel Mill's activities at the DRD ore storage/disposal
unit at its Portland, Oregon facility.

It 1s our understanding that no hazardous waste remains in
the referenced unit, and that this will be verified by Oregon
Steel Mills within ten (10) days of the receipt of this letter.
It is also our understanding that the results of the October
1986 ground water sampling at the facility will be submitted to
EPA with all due speed.

Because the unit is now covered by the recycling regulations,
EPA does not object to terminating the above-referenced consent
agreement. This statement should satisfy the requirements of
Section IV.F. of the Consent Agreement and Ocrder, and relieve
Oregon Steel Mills of any further responsibilities under the
Order. In addition, EPA does not object to the construction
activities described in the recent letters t> EPA.

As we stated to you on October 16, 1986, EPA reserves any
rights it may have to require additional monitoring or testing
or other investigatory work, pursuant to Sec:ion 3013 of RCRA
or other statutes, at any time in the future. EPA will continue
to evaluate ground water data from the site.

If 1 can be of further help or you have questions or
comments on this matter, please contact me a: (206) 442-1191.



Technical questions should be directed to Stephanie Mead, EPA
RCRA compliance officer. - _ '
Sincerely,

“ T . -
Nl v eem—
-

D. Henr} Elsen
Assistant Regional Counsel

cc: Janet Gillespie, DEQ
Brett McKnight, DEQ
Oregon Steel Mills, Inc.



OREGON $:«EEL MILLS

Porttango. Oregon 97208
Pnone {503) 286-9651

October 23, 1986

Mr. Chuck Rice

RCRA Compliance and Permits Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

RE: EPA v. Gilmore Steel Corporation
RCRA Docket No. X84-03-27~3008
Consent Agreement and Final Order

Dear Mr. Rice:

This 1s to advise you that we have removed the last few cubic yards of
iron ore from the Ore Storage Facility and placed it with the small
amount of material at the rail head which 1is belng shipped to a cement
manufacturer for recycling into cement.

Therefore the Ore Storage icility is now coopletely empty. We again
request your prompt approval to push in the dykes, etc. as per our
letter of October 13, 1986.

We look forward to hearing from you soon.

Respectfully yours,

Aol &St

Richard C. Bird, P.E.
Manager, Environmental & Energy

cc: Janet Gillaspie
Marvin Durning
Leonard Hollenbeck



,@ Department of Environmental Quality

VICTOR ATIYEN 522 SW. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE. {503) 229-5696

October 29, 1986

Ri chard C. Bird

Oregon Steel Mills
14400 N. River gate Blvd.
Portland, OR 97203

Re: Oregon Steel Mills
IRD Ore Storage Pacility
BW-Mul thomah Co.

Dear Mr. Bird:

On October 27, 1986 I irspected the DRD Ore Stcrage Pacility at the Oregon
Steel Mills plant in North Portland. 1In accordance with yow plan to
recycle the iron oxd d& and bachouse dust in this tacility, all material
has been removed fram the plant site.

EP toxd clty tests on the last of the material removed fram the facility
indicate that the material is not hazardus. You may proceed with your
plans to level the storage facility and to discontinue yowr groundwater

monitoring program.

When the last of the material has been recycled, please provide
docunentation on the recycling of all the material. If you have any
questions, please contact me at 229-529%.

Sincerely,

Edrard Woods
Senior Enviromental Analyst
Northwest Region

ED:y

RY3561
cc: Bamrdous and S8olid Waste Divigion, DEQ

2-7A 12.86)



OREGON STEEL §

PO. Box 2760
Portlang, Oregon 97208
Phone (503) 286-9651

ILLS

December 18, 1987

Janet A. Gillaspie

Manager, Northwest Region
Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

SUBJ: Documentation of Iron Ore Removal for Recycling or Reuse
Dear Ms. Gillasple:

This letter is to inform you that all the iron ore has been shipped to
either Canada Cement LaFarge, LTD, or to Ash Grove Cement West, Inc.
for use as an ingredient in the manufacture of cement. The total
amount of iron ore chtipped is 68,963.8 short tons and is shown in the
breakdown below:

Location Loading Amount Short
Shipped Completed Tons Shipped

Barge 1 LaFarge 12-7-85 12,034.3
2 LaFarge 3-28-86 11,276.5

3 LaFarge 6-2-86- 7,102.3

4 LaFarge 6-18-86 2,317.1

5 LaFarge 7-1-86 7,815.6

6 LaFarge 7-13-86 8,001.2

7 LaFarge 7-25-86 8,170.6

8 LaFarge 9-24~86 9,116.8

RR UP18034 Ash Grove 6-26-86 79.0
UP40631 Ash Grove 7-9-86 81.3
UP18415 Ash Grove 7-11-86 74.4
UP40772 " Ash Grove 7~18-86 B4.9

"~ UP&40631 Ash Grove 7-23-86 85.1
UP18504 Ash Grove 7-31-86 84.4
UP18907 Ash Grove 8-7-86 89.2
UP18601 Ash Grove 8-13-86 87.5
UP18415 Ash Grove 8-20-86 93.7
UP40772 Ash Grove 8-29-86 86.0
UP40631 ‘Ash Grove 9-5-86 98.0
UP18504 Ash Grove 9-15-86- 95.7
UP18415 Ash Grove 9-17-86 85.1 .
UP40772 Ash Grove 9-19-86 98.3

UP18034 Ash Grove 9-24-86 95.3



Janet A. G111, ‘e
December 18, 1987

Page 2

Location Loading Amount Short
Shipped Completed = Tons Shipped

RR UP18728 Ash Grove 9-29-86 95.2
UP18415 Ash Grove 10-1-86 100.1
UP40631 Ash Grove 10-7-86 99.1
UP40772 Ash Grove 10~14-86 " B2.1
UP18601) Ash Grove 10-20-86 69.1
MPS582187 Ash Grove 10-29-86 90.1
UP40602 Ash Grove 10-29-86 94.2
UP37416 Ash Grove 10—-29-86 - 92.4
UP39526 Ash Grove 10-29-86 96.2
TRUCK 35 Ash Grove 6-24~-87 : 30.0
35 Ash Grove = 6-25-87 30.6

35 Ash Grove 6-26-87 31.5

35 Ash Grove 6-30-87 31.0

35 Ash Grove 7-1-87 .32.0

35 Ash Grove 7-7-87 30.5

35 Ash Grove 7-8-87 . 31.6

35 Ash Crove 7-14-87 30.3

35 Ash Grove 7-15-87 30.4

" 35 Ash Grove 7~22-87 30.8

33 & 28 Ash Grove 8-11-87 31.5
32 & 28 Ash Grove 8-12-87 31.8
35 Ash Grove 8-24-87 30.3

RR UP40598 Ash Grove 10-30-87 63.2
UP37286 Ash Grove 10~-30-87 60.8
UP38475. Ash Grove 10-30-87 65.6

" UP39172 Ash Grove 11-6-87 68.3
UP37783 Ash Grove 11-6-87 _ 58.6
UP40342 Ash Grove 11-6-87 48.5
UP40553 Ash Grove 11-6-87 53.1
UP40264 Ash Grove 11-6-87 54.5
MP582980 Ash Grove 11-6-87 47.0
UP40533 Ash Grove 11-6-87 71.1

Total 68,963.8

I have included documentation for all shipments above. This closes. for
good the iron ore storage facility at our plant. 1f you have any
questions, please contact me at 286-9651, extension 319.

I hope that you and all the staff at DEQ have a Merry Christmas and a
Happy New Year! '

Respectfully yours,
AT
Richard C. Bird

cc: Marvin Durning
Kenneth Feigner, EPA, Region 10



_cience Applicstions international Corpor .cfon
An Empioyee-Ownea Company
Technology Services Company

September 30, 1992 OCN.  TZ4-ClO0021-RN-11846

Ms. Deborah Robinson

U.S. Envirormental Protection Agency
Hazardous Waste Division (KW- 112)
1200 Sixch Avenue

Seartle, Washington 98101

Re: EPA Contract No. 68-W9-0008
Work Assignment No. C1002)!. GCilmore Steel Mills RPA
SAIC/TSC Project No. 6-788-03-1400-520

Dear Ms. Robinson:

Please find enclosed the final RCRA Preliminary Assessment (RPA) report for
the Gilmore Steel M{lls facility locaced in Porctland, Oregon. Because the
facility submitted their responses to the VSI Needs letter as RCRA
Confidential Business Information (CBI); portions of the final reporc that
vere prepared referencing this informacion have been designated as CBI. These
sections of the report appear as bold ctype in the cext of the document.

Please feel free to contact Kathryn Cladden at 206/485-2818 if you have any
questions or comments regarding this report.

Sincerely,

SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
Techpology Services Company

s

Kachryn Cladden
“ork Assignment Manager

Enclosure -

cc: M. Bailey, EPA RCRA Site Manager
M. Slater, EPA Region 10 RCRA EPI Coordinator (cover letter only)
T. Tobin, SAIC/TSC RPM (cover letter only)
K. Gladden, SAIC/TSC VAM (cover lectter only)

A Division of Science Applicatons Intemational Corporation
18702 North Creek Parkway, Swite 21 1. Bothell, Washington 98011 (206) 485-2818
wmhwmmwwvmwmumwmmumrm



s ‘SLURRY PCND (Photo No. 6)

“.7.1 Information Summary

tnit Description: The former D:rect Reduciion Departmenc (DRD) Storage/Slurry
Pond was an asphalt-lined, bermed pond used for storage of metal oxides (product)
prior to reduction to be used as a part of che steel manufaccuring process. The
pond occupied approximately five o seven acres {(Photo No. 6).(2.8,18) 1Iron ore
fines vere brought in by ship, mixed with river vater vhile sci{ll on board, and
conveyed to the pond. (Vater wvas used to make it easier to move the ore fines.)
The pond vas equipped vith slurry screen (toothed scraper) that vas dragged
through the ore to remove any large debris. There wvere no release pipes or
overspill valves assocliared vith this pond. After negotiation betwveen Cilmore.
‘ODEQ., and EPA, this pond was determined not to be a2 RCRA regulated unit.(10.2
Figures 2 and 5 show the location of the DRD Storage Pond onsice.

Races of Operation: The pond was constructed during plant construccion in 1969,
and became inactive i{n 1980. Betwveen 1984 and 1986, the remaining contents of
the pond vere shipped offsice for recycling. In 1986, ODEQ and EPA approved the
back fllling of the empty pond with soil from the berms, and octher soils from
onsite.(21,23)

Wastes Managed: ICA baghouse dust (KO061), a lisred hazardous waste, wvas also
occasionally placed into the pond for reuse in the DRD process. Cilmore
pectictioned ODEQ and EPA to rteclassify the dustc as a recyclable
material.(2,23,30,46)

Release Concrols: The asphalt linings and berms acted to control spillage.
Sampling results indicate thac non-hazardous salts were migrating from the pond
area (Section 3.6).

Hiscto o eleases: A network of monitoring wells was installed surrounding
this unit. Ground vater samples were collected from the monitoring wvells betveen
1984 and October 1986. Analysis of ground water samples indicated that releases
of lead and cadmium associscted with K061 dust did not occur. Arsenlc
concentrations exceeded primary drinking wvater standards in several of the
samples from monitoring well GS-8. Analytrical data for these monitoring wells
is presented in Appendix D with a discussion in section 3.6.(20,24)

L.7.2 Ceonclusfong

The contents vere reclassified and were not considered waste after 1985. Since
that time, contents were removed from the pond making the potential for ongoing
releases to the environment lowv.

2)



APPENDIX D

1985 PCB SPILL
SOIL CHARACTERIZATION ANALYTICAL DATA



COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

4914 N.E 122nd Ave.

October 30, 1585
Log #A851038-A
PO#: 40300

Oregon Steel Mills

P.0., Box 2760

Portiand, QOregon 97208
Attention: Tom McCue

Anaiysis Requested: Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB)

Sampie Description: Soil

SAMPLE ID mg/Kg PCB MAIN ARCHLOR
Sampie #1 1.1 1242
Sample #2 0.8 1242
Sample #2 (Duplicate) 0.8 1242
Sample #3° 2.4 1242
Sample #4 1.8 1242
Sampie #5 1.6 1242
Sample #6 i.9 1242
Sample #7 2,3 1242
Sample #7 (Duplicate) 2.6 1242
Sample #8 3.3 1242
Sample &9 7.9 1242
Sampie #10 5.9 1242
Sample #11 1.7 1242
Samplie $#12 4,6 1242
Sincerely,
Sear N
Susan M, Coff Y
President
SMC/gs

This report is for the sole and exclusive use of the above client,
Samples are retained a maximum of 15 days from the date of this letter.



ppuvenance 0 ID:T13-240-5075 0 0 JAN 2
COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

€813 N.E 122nd Ave.
Portiand, OR 97230

“::' Phone: (303) 254-1794

Oregon Bteel Mil)s

P.0. Box 2760

Portiland, Qregon 387208
Attention: Tom McCue

Analysis Requested: Polychlorinated Biphenyls

November 22, 1985
Log #H8S1120-C

MAIN AROCHLOR

1242
1242
1242
1242
1242

Sincerely,

See M.

Sussn M. Cof Hely,
President

SAMPLE 1D mg/Kg PCB
Sample #13 4.1
Sample #14 4.9
Sample #13 2.6
Sample #16 ' 6.6
Sample #16 Duplicute ' 6.3
SMC/ds

This report is for the gole and exclusive use of the above client.
Samplas are retained s maximum of 15 days #rom the date of this letter.



fofEHa e\ U 7 Department of Environmental Quality

o Y@g@n 811 SW Sixth Avenue
\ // _ Portland, OR 97204-1390
John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor ; . ) ) (503) 229.5696

TTY (503) 229-6993

August 23, 2001

Krista I. Born

Stoel Rives LLP

Standard Insurance Center

900 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2600
Portland, Oregon 97204-1268

Dear Ms. Born:

We have received your letter dated August 6, 2001 requesting a 45-day extension of the comment:

" period regarding the listing of the Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate on the Confirmed Release List
and Inventory. Your request has been granted. You now have until October 1, 2001 to submit
any information you believe to be relevant.

Please submit comments to me at the address shown on the letterhead. If you have any further
questions, please feel free to call me at (503) 229-5256.

Sincerely/
o (NI 7
K pppes T
(/ Kimberlee Van Patten
Listing Coordinator

Site Assessment Program
Environmental Cleanup Division

cc;  Thomas Gainer, NWR, DEQ
ECSI File 141

DEQ-1



9 0 Department of Environmental Quality
“"7’ /‘ Yegon _ 811 SW Sixth Avenue
. Portland, OR 97204-1390

John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor (503) 2295696

TTY (503) 229-6993

June 18, 2001

Drew Gilpin CERTIFIED MAIL NO: 7000 0520 0023 2625 8835
Oregon Steel Mills Inc. RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED _
PO.Box 2760 ' .

Portland Oregon 97208

RE: SECOND NOTICE TO CURRENT AND/OR
PAST OWNERS AND OPERATORS OF
PROPOSAL TO ADD CONTAMINATED
PROPERTY TO DEQ’S CONFIRMED
RELEASE LIST AND INVENTORY
Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate '

14400 N. Rivergate Blvd., Portland
ECSIID #141 - |
Basic Preliminary Assessment 28-FEB-90

Dear Mr Gilpin:

By letter deted November 12, 1999 the..Department of Environmental _Qnality (Department) Site
Assessment Program notified you, as an owner or operator of the Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate
site, of the Department's proposal to add this facility to the Conﬁrmed Release List (CRL). The

notice invited comments to the proposed listings.

DEQ received comments from Hart Crowser (letter dated February 17, 2000), submitted on behalf of ~ -
OSM regarding the proposed listing. Based on DEQ’s review of these comments and OSM’’s intent to
perform a pre-remedial investigation, DEQ placed the proposed listing on hold. DEQ reevaluated the
need for listing following a review of the Pre-Remedial Investigation Assessment being conducted
under the Voluntary Agreement for a Remedial Investigation and Source Control Measures between
OSM and DEQ.. The results. of the Pre-RI documented' the presence of petroleum hydrocarbons,
polycychc aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and metals in on-site soils and Willamette River sediments
adjacent to the facility. Polychlonnated blphenyls (PCBs) were detected in selected sedunent samples.

Thls letter is notlﬁcatron that we are movmg forward thh the hstmg process Because we are
aware that circumstances regarding. this site may have. changed since the Oregon Steel Mills-
'Rlvergate site was originally proposed, you have an opportunity to provide any” ‘comments you
* believe will correct or supplement this listing information. All comments must be recelved by the
Department within sixty (60) days from your receipt of this notice. If you- are ‘unable to respond

~ within the initial 60-day comment period, you may request an extension of forty-five (45) days.




" June 18, 2001

Mr. Gilpin
Page 2

Listing this property does not necessarily mean that you are responsible for the contamination,
investigation or cleanup. Various provisions in state and federal laws prescribe responsibility for these
activities. The site can be removed from either the CRL or Inventory after all necessary actions are
taken to ensure protection of human health and the environment. We appreciate the work you have
done to clean up or investigate this site and hope we can continue to work together to eliminate threats
to Oregon from hazardous materials.

Comments and requests for extensions should be sent to:

Oregon Department of Enwromnental Quality
Site Assessment Program-
Environmental Cleanup Division

811 SW 6th Avenue, 8th Floor

Portland, OR 97204

Enclosed, please find several supporting documents that outline current site conditions, explain the
listing process, and document how the site meets the listing criteria described in state laws and
administrative rules. If you have specific questions about the CRL, Inventory, or site activities, or want
copies of the Oregon Environmental Cleanup Law, please contact the Department’s listing coordinator
Kimberlee Van Patten at (503) 229-5256 or at the address shown above.

Sincerely, |
/ |
§ W. Donaldson -

- Manager
SleS and Site Assessment

Encl'osme's 1) Site Summary Report, 2) Fact Sheet, 3) Site- Speaﬁc Data Sheet, 4) Oregon Statutes & Rnles
cc - Rod Struck; NWR, DEQ Co S :
ECSI File # 141 R




Site-Specific Data Supporting a CRL and Inventory Listing
Proposal by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

This document references the facts and judgments that DEQ has relied upon to propose the site
shown below for the Confirmed Release List (CRL) and Inventory . This document, with the
attached summary of listing statutes/rules and the ECSI site summary report, also shows how the
~ listing proposal satisfies applicablé Oregon law and administrative rules. (This document
presents only the minimum documentation requirements for CRL and Inventory listing; more
detailed information about the site can be found in the ECSI files in DEQ’s regional offices.)

A. Site name and ECS] #: Oregon Steel Mills-'Rivergate ECSI #141
B. Si;ce addre§s: 14400 N. Rivergate Blvd., Portland

"C. DEQ is proposing this site for the: CRL & Inventory

D. Date of original listing proposal: November 12, 1999

E. DEQ has documented a confirmed release at the site based on:
1. Written admission of a release.
" Nature and date of documentation: Pre-Remedial Investigation Field Activities report
submltted to DEQ February 2, 2001.
Party submitting to DEQ Exponent, on behalf of Oregon Steel Mills.
2. Laboratory data from on-site 'sampling, contained in the site file.
Date of on-site sampling or laboratory data report: Laboratory data from October
2000, contained in Pre-Remedial Investigation Field Activities report submitted to DEQ
February 2, 2001.
- On-site media with documented contamination: Soil and groundwater.
Type(s) of contamination documented at the site: Petroleum hydrocarbons,
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, metals.
1s this contamination present above background levels: Y

F. DEQ has determined that CRL listing exclusion criteria do not apply to this site because:
. 1. The release is not of de minimis (insignificant) proportions; and
" 2. Therelease is not known to have dissipated; and
3. Neither DEQ nor EPA has authorized the release by permit (or the release was permitted, but has
~accumulated or. migrated); and '
4. The released substance is not a registered pesticide product applied appropnately (oritissucha
- product that has accumulated or migrated); and -
5. DEQ is not aware of any remedial action that has eliminated all risks the release may have posed
. tohuman health or the environment; and - :
767 DEQis unable to conclude that the release requnres no further mvestlgatlon cleanup, or long “terim -
controls to protect human health or the enwronment

- G. DEQ has comp_leted the required documentation for CRL listing, as follows.

=~ ). Facility address, location, and description: refer to items A and B above for site address and
" location, and the ECS]I site summary report for known information about the facility.

.. 2.. How and when the release occurred (if. Known): refer to the “Contamination Informatlon or
© “Manner and Time of Release” narratives in ‘the ECSI site summary report.

o ‘Z':"_Sité."'é'béciﬁc Worksheet t6 Accompany CRU/Inventory Listih"g"Préb'(_')sall - N _' Page 10f2 ::. :



Types and quantities of hazardous substances involved: refer to the ECSI site summary report,
specifically the “Hazardous Substance/Waste Types” or “Contamination Information” narratives,
or the “Substance Contamination” section. '

The nature of facility contamination and status of remedial action (if known): refer to the
“Contamination Information,” “Media Contamination Comments,” “Pathways,” or “Status of
Investigative or Remedial Action” narratives in the ECSI site summary report.

Persons who may have owned/operated the facility when the release occurred: Based on
information in its files, DEQ has entered this information into the “Parties” section of the ECSI .
site summary report.

H. For Inventory proposals, DEQ has documentation of an on-site confirmed release and has
used a site-specific preliminary assessment (PA) or equivalent to determine that either: 1) further
action 1s needed at the site to protect human health or the environment; or 2) long-term controls
are needed at the site to ensure ongoing protection of human health and the environment.

Title(s) and date(s) of site-specific PA or equivalent document(s):

“Pre-Remedial Ihvestigation Summary of Findings from Historical Investigation,” 11/3/00.
“Pre-Remedial Investigation Field Activities Data Report,” 2/2/01.

Date that DEQ sent PA or equivalent documents to owner/operator (if applicable): NA -
documents submitted by owner to DEQ.

I. DEQ has completed the required documentation for Inventory listing, as follows.

1.

Description of additional investigation, remedial action. or long-term controls DEQ believes_ is
needed at the site: refer to the conclusions or recommendations section of the PA or equivalent
cited in item H. above, or to the “Status of Investigative or Remedial Action” narrative in the
ECSJ site summary report. )

Description of threats the facility may pose to humans or the environment: refer to the
conclusions or recommendations section of the PA or equivalent cited in item H. above; or to the
“Environmental/Health Threats” narrative in the ECSI site summary report.

Ranking of site threats: DEQ has ranked this site as a low, medium, or high priority for further
action, as shown in the “Status of Investigative or Remedial Action” narrative or the
“Investigative, Remedial, and Administrative Actions” section of the ECSI site summary report. -
DEQ’s ranking is based on a completed Site Assessment Prioritization System (SAPS)
scoresheet. : _
The source of funding for remedial action: If known, this information is shown at the end of the
site summary report.

... 'Site-specific Worksheet to Accémpany "C':'_E_?-Llln'v'enlory Listing Proposal e «+. e - Pege2of2




WISTAR Gil

From: STRUCK Rodney

Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2001 2:46 PM
To: WISTAR Gil

Subject: RE: OR Steel Mills

| spoke with Drew this afternoon and let him know we were moving forward with the Listing for both the CRL and the
Inventory. | told him they would have 60 days to comment on the:proposed listing and if needed and requested a 45-day
extension could be granted. I also told him the proposed listing is based on the results from.the recent pre-RI investigation
and not on the same basis the original proposed listing.

Rod Struck

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Northwest Region

Voluntary Cleanup and Portland Harbor Section
2020 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 400

Portland, Oregon 97201

Phone: (5603)229-5562
FAX: (503)229-6899

Visit DEQ's web page at: www.deq.state.or.us

----- Original Message-----

From: WISTAR Gil

Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2001 2:43 PM
To: STRUCK Rodney

Subject: OR Steel Mills

Rod,

As a follow-up to our recent conversation, could you please let me know after you've spoken with Drew Gilpin that
he's aware the re-proposal letter is coming and that OSM will have only untl July 20 to comment?

Thanks!

-'__-Gil



John A_ Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor October 13’ 2000

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7000 0520 0012 1886 2518
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Drew Gilpin

Oregon Steel Mills Inc.

PO Box 2760

Portland, Oregon 97208

RE: NOTICE TO CURRENT AND/OR PAST OWNERS AND

OPERATORS OF DECISION TO DEFER CONFIRMED
RELEASE LIST AND INVENTORY LISTING DECISION
PENDING OUTCOME OF PRE-REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION ASSESSMENT
Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd., Portland
ECSIID NO. # 141

Dear Mr. Gilpin:

By letter dated November 12, 1999 the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) Site Assessment
Program notified you as an owner or operator of the Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate (OSM) site of the
Department's proposal to add this facility to the Confirmed Release List (CRL) and Inventory. The notice invited
comments on the proposed listing.

On February 10, 2000 Pacific Power & Light representative John Aniello notified the Department that Pacific
Power & Light Co. (PP&L) is not the current owner of the property and to his knowledge, had not historically
owned the property. The Department reviewed its files and available property records and found no record
indicating PP&L owned the subject property. Therefore, PP&L has been removed as a site owner from the
Department's Environmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) database.

Additionally, the Department received comments from Hart Crowser dated February 17, 2000, submitted on
behalf of OSM regarding the proposed listing. Based on the Department’s review of these comments and pending
the results of an upcoming investigation, the Department is placing the proposed listing on hold. The Department
will reevaluate the need for listing following review of the Pre-Remedial Investigation Assessment being
conducted under the Voluntary Agreement for a Remedial Investigation and Source Control Measures between
OSM and the Department.

Portland, OR 97204-1390
(503) 229-5696
TDD (503) 229-6993

e Department of Environmental Quality
4 , reg()n 811 SW Sixth Avenue

DEQ-1



October 13, 2000
Mr. Gilpin
Page 2

If you have specific questions about the CRL or Inventory, or want copies of the statute or regulations governing
the Department's site assessment, listing, or cleanup processes, please contact Listing Coordinator Kimberlee Van
Patten at (503) 229-5256 or project manager Rod Struck at (503) 229-5562.

Sincerely,

Charles W. Do@dson

Manager
Spills and Site Assessment Section

Enclosures: Site Summary Report
cc: Rod Struck; SRS, DEQ
ECSiFile # 141




S Department of Environmental Quality
;) ’ reg()l I 811 SW Sixth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204-1390

John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor
3. 2000 (503) 229-5696
October 13, TDD (503) 229-6993

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 7000 0520 0012 1886 2525
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

John Aniello

Pacific Power & Light Co.

825 NE Multnomah Ste 2013LCM

Portland, Oregon 97232

RE: NOTICE TO CURRENT AND/OR PAST OWNERS AND

OPERATORS OF DECISION TO DEFER CONFIRMED
RELEASE LIST AND INVENTORY LISTING DECISION
PENDING OUTCOME OF PRE-REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION ASSESSMENT
Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd., Portland
ECSIID NO. # 141

Dear Mr. Aniello:

By letter dated November 12, 2000 the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) Site Assessment
Program notified you as an owner or operator of the Oregon Steel Mills-Rivergate site of the Department's
proposal to add this facility to the Confirmed Release List (CRL) and Inventory. The notice invited comments on
the proposed listing.

On February 10, 2000 you notified the Department that Pacific Power & Light Co. (PP&L) is not the current
owner of the property and to your knowledge had not historically owned the property. The Department has
reviewed its files and available property records and found no record indicating PP&L owned the subject
property. PP&L has been removed as a site owner from the Department’s Environmental Cleanup Site
Information (ECSI) database. A copy of the updated Site Summary Report is attached for your files.

If you have specific questions about the ECSI database or the Oregon Steel Mills - Rivergate site, please contact
Rod Struck at (503) 229-5562.

Sincerely,

7@% Sttz for

Charles W. Donaldson,
Manager
Spills and Site Assessment Section

Enclosures: Site Summary Report

cc: Rod Struck; SRS, DEQ
ECSI File # 141

DEQ-1
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HARTCROWSER

Delivering smarter solutions

Letter of Transmittal

To:  Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Date: February 17, 2000 Anchorage

811 SW Sixth Ave.

Portland, OR 97204-1390

Job No:  }.5940

Attn:  Mr. Paul Slyman, Manager , Cleanup

Policy and Program Development Boston

Re:  Oregon Steel Mills

We are sending the following items:

Chicago
Date opie De Do
2/17/00 1 Letter for Confirmed Release List and Inventory Listing
Oregon Steel Mills, ESCI #141
Denver
Fairbanks
These are transmitted:
O Foryour 0 For action O For review M Foryouruse [ As
information specified below and comment requested
Jersey City
Remarks
Juneau

.

Copies to:  Drew Gilpin, Oregon Steel Mills

- Long Beach
By: RanddA

Mr. Louis Ferreira, Stoel Rives Randi Wexler
Title: Senior Associate, Regulatory
Specialist
Portland
Seattle

Five Centerpointe Drive, Suite 240
Lake Oswego, Qregon 97035-8652
fax 503.620.6918
Tel 503.620.7284




]
HARTCROWSER

Delivering smarter solutions

www. hartcrowser.com

Anchorage
February 17, 2000
Mr. Paul Slyman Boston
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Manager, Cleanup Policy and Program Development
811 SW Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204-1390
Chicago
Re:  Confirmed Release List and Inventory Listing
Oregon Steel Mills
ESCl #141
}-5940 Denver
Dear Mr. Slyman:
On behalf of Oregon Steel Mills (OSM), Hart Crowser submits this letter and the enclosed Fairbanks
documents in response to your Proposal to Add Contaminated Property to DEQ’s
Confirmed Release List (CRL) and Inventory for the above reference property (ESCI #141)
dated November 12, 1999. OSM’s comments and the supporting data are provided to
update DEQ on the current status of historical environmental issues identified in the Site
Jersey City

Summary Report.

This information shows that the site should not be listed on either the CRL or the Inventory

as there is not any significant threat to present or future public health, safety or the

environment. We also ask that this additional information be used to more accurately Juneau
characterize the potential threat from the site as evaluated by the Site Assessment

Prioritization System (SAPS) score sheet (dated July 30, 1999).

HISTORICAL ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ' Long Beach

The historical environmental issues cited in the November 12, 1999 letter for the proposed
listing included:

Portland
. Solvent mixed with paint leaked from drums onto the surface of the ground;

Landfilled waste paint on-site;

Seattle

Five Centerpointe Drive, Suite 240
Lake Oswego, Oregon 87035-8652
Fax 503.620.6918
Tel 503.620.7284



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality }J-5940
February 17, 2000 Page 2

. Emission control dust (determined to be characteristic hazardous waste) deposited
into a surface impoundment not intended for that purpose;

. Two PCB spills from leaking capacitors and transformers; and

. Two gasoline spills and associated groundwater contamination.
Each one of these historical environmental issues is addressed below.

Solvent Mixed with Paint Leaked from Drums onto the Surface of the Ground. This
finding is from an April 15, 1985 compliance inspection conducted jointly by EPA and DEQ.
Subsequent to this inspection, a formal closure process was conducted at the waste solvent
container area. Documentation for the closure process was reviewed by both EPA and
DEQ. The waste solvent container area consisted of waste MEK in sealed drums on a wood
pallet situated on a gravel and soil area near the paint storage building at Surface
Processing. The container storage area was defined as 36 feet by 20 feet. Appendix A
includes the closure plan for the waste solvent container area, a declaration by a
professional engineer regarding activities undertaken, and analytical results following soil
and gravel removal. Drum handling practices were changed and the sealed drums of waste
MEK were placed inside a steel secondary containment pan on a concrete pad. This release
requires no further action as it was cleaned up to a level consistent with Oregon Law and
poses no significant current or future risk to public health, safety or the environment.

Landfilled Waste Paint On-Site. Previously, paint overspray from Surface Processing was
mixed with grease sweep in a solidified form and placed in a drop box for disposal.
Historically, this waste was placed in the on-site landfill. Letter Authorization #A-184 was
issued by DEQ to permit the disposal of paint waste in the on-site landfill. In 1996, OSM
formally closed the on-site landfill with DEQ oversight and obtained a closure permit (Solid
Waste Permit #1174) from DEQ. Groundwater data was collected for 2 years and did not
exceed the drinking water standards or permit conditions set by the DEQ. A Landfill
characterization report and quarterly sampling results are on file with the DEQ Solid Waste
Section. Appendix B contains the request for one-time disposal and paint waste analytical
data, the letter authorization, the DEQ closure letter for the landfill, and the landfill permit
termination following completion of post-closure monitoring. This release was permitted
and requires no further action as it poses no significant threat to present or future public
health, safety or the environment.

Waste paint (non-hazardous and hazardous waste) is currently shipped off-site for disposal.



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality }-5940
February 17, 2000 Page 3

Emission Control Dust Deposited into a Surface Impoundment not Intended for that
Purpose. Appendix C contains a letter prepared by OSM along with supporting documents
that summarize this issue. For a short period of time (June 1980 until March 1981), electric
arc furnace (EAF) dust was placed in the Direct Reduction Division (DRD) pond. This
occurred prior-to the EAF dust being classified as a listed hazardous waste, KO61.
Subsequent actions included removal of the EAF dust from the DRD pond and two years of
groundwater monitoring. Both EPA and DEQ determined that the former DRD pond was
administratively closed as a regulatory concern. This decision was based on the removal
actions performed, confirmation sampling of the former DRD pond, and groundwater
sampling beneath the former pond. Based on the groundwater sampling, there was no
evidence that any hazardous constituents had been released from the DRD pond. This
release was cleaned up to a level consistent with Oregon law and requires no further action
as there is no significant present or future threat to public health, safety, or the environment.

EAF dust is currently shipped off-site for disposal.

Two PCB Spills from Leaking Capacitors and Transformers. In October 1985, a PCB
release from a transformer at the oxide plant of the former DRD at OSM was reported to
the DEQ. A total of sixteen soil samples were taken to characterize the spill area. PCB soil
concentrations ranged from 0.8 to 7.9 mg/kg. Appendix D contains the analytical data
characterizing the spill area. Only one sample exceeded the 7.5 mg/kg risk-based
protective level for industrial sites (Generic Remedies for Soils Contaminated with
Polychlorinated Biphenyls). However, statistical evaluation of these data in accordance with
DEQ’s 1998 risk assessment guidance (Guidance for Conduct of Deterministic Human Risk
Assessments) indicate that the 90% upper confidence limit on the mean is 4.54 mg/kg.
Therefore these soils did not pose an unacceptable health risk before cleanup activities
were undertaken. Cleanup activities included excavation of contaminated soil for off-site
disposal and verification sampling. Excavation of these soils would have further reduced
any remaining risks.

In 1991and 1992, OSM removed or retrofilled all transformers containing PCB oil greater
than 50 parts per million (ppm). Concrete slabs beneath each transformer and soil adjacent
to each transformer was sampled and analyzed for PCBs. Materials containing PCBs higher
than 1 ppm were removed for offsite disposal.

These releases were cleaned up to a level consistent with Oregon Law and require no
further actions as there is no significant present or future threat to public health, safety, or
the environment.



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality J-5940
February 17, 2000 Page 4

Two Gasoline Spills and Associated Groundwater Contamination. A 500-gallon gasoline
spill occurred in the northwest corner of the OSM facility from an aboveground storage
tank in use by a contractor to fuel construction vehicles. The release was reported to DEQ
(OERS No. 97-2285). Spill response activities included removal of approximately 240 cubic
yards of soil impacted by gasoline and its transport to TPS Technologies for thermal
treatment. Verification soil samples were obtained and gasoline-range hydrocarbons were
not detected in these soil samples. Additional activities have included installation of 8
geoprobes and 5 groundwater monitoring wells and soil and groundwater sampling. Based
on soil and groundwater results, source soils with gasoline hydrocarbons have been
removed. Dissolved-phase gasoline constituents are present in groundwater. The most
recent document on this issue was provided to DEQ in response to your Site Assessment
Review Information Request. Based on the data, there is no significant present or future
threat to public health, safety or the environment. The site is suitable for closure using a
risk-based approach under the independent cleanup pathway. OSM is currently pursuing
this approach.

A release from a 5,000-gallon gasoline UST occurred at the pump island adjacent to the UST
at the southwest corner of the Rolling Mill building. The release was reported to DEQ (File
No. 26-95-248). The UST was decommissioned in January/February 1996. Based on field
indications, soil in the UST nest was impacted with gasoline. Groundwater was encountered
in the UST excavation at a depth of 2.5 feet below ground surface. A moderate petroleum-
like sheen was observed on the groundwater. About 150 tons of soil from the UST nest were
excavated and disposed of at OHl's thermal treatment facility. Concentrations of gasoline in
excavated soil ranged from 32 mg/kg to 980 mg/kg. Soil samples coliected from the
excavation sidewalls did not contain detectable concentrations of gasoline-range
hydrocarbons. Benzene concentrations remaining in the soil ranged from <0.025 mg/kg to
0.45 mg/kg. Groundwater samples were collected from the UST nest on four occasions.
Concentrations of benzene (910 pg/L) and toluene (4,700 pg/L) in the final water sample
collected exceeded applicable groundwater cleanup goals at UST sites. Groundwater
pumped from the excavation was stored on the site in portable tanks and discharged under a
DEQ Special Permit. Samples collected from the discharge water met all applicable discharge
criteria.

Groundwater impacts were assessed through the installation and sampling of monitoring
wells. The most recent document on this issue was provided to DEQ in response to your
Site Assessment Review Information Request. OSM has signed a cost recovery agreement
with the UST program and is pursuing closure of this issue with DEQ oversight using the
generic remedy risk based closure approach. Since these issues are being addressed under



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality }-5940
February 17, 2000 Page 5

the UST program, OSM contends it is inappropriate for the site to be listed on the CRL and
Inventory.

SITE ASSESSMENT PRIORITIZATION SYSTEM - SCORE SHEET

We also reviewed the Site Assessment Prioritization System (SAPs) score sheet prepared by
DEQ on july 30, 1999 for the OSM site. We request that the following items be re-
evaluated and the total score re-assessed.

Potential to Release:

1. Hazardous Substance Containment - The facility has a current Spill Prevention
Control and Countermeasure Plan, Hazardous Waste Contingency Plan, and
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. Infrequently, a spill occurs that is
immediately investigated and remedial actions undertaken. There are no active
USTs or landfills on the facility. We believe the proper threat under this category is
medium not high.

2. Distance to Drinking Water Well - We reviewed the Oregon Water Resources
Department Groundwater Information Database for drinking water wells nearest the
OSM site. The nearest functioning drinking water well is located over 1 mile from
OSM at the Northwest Pipe facility (formerly known as Beall Pipe and Tank Corp).
The Midland-Ross Surface Comb. Division drinking water well listed on the database
was on OSM property and is no longer in use. Under this criterion, a low rating
should be assigned. A medium rating was previously assigned.

3. Soil Permeability - Based on a review of soil boring logs from projects at the site, the
surface soils consist of sand and aggregate. The subsurface soils are predominantly
sandy silt with silt and sand. We believe the proper threat category is medium, not
high. Example boring logs are attached as Appendix E.

Hazardous Substance Characteristics:

1. Water Solubility - Soluble constituents such as volatile organic compounds are
currently under investigation with DEQ oversight or through the LUST program or
spill response program as described in the historical environmental issues section.
We believe the proper threat category is medium, not high.



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality J-5940
February 17, 2000 Page 6

Evaluator Assessment of Threat. Based on this additional information and using the SAPs
scoring guidance, we believe the site should be assigned a medium threat not a high threat.

With these revisions, the total SAPs Score would be 77 and the site would receive a
medium rating.

CLOSING

Please review this additional information and re-evaluate the site. If you have any questions
regarding this project, please feel free to call us.

Sincerely,
HART CROWSER, INC.
?W' Wy leg

RANDI WEXLER HERBERT F. CLOUGH, P.E.
Senior Associate, Regulatory Specialist Principal

Attachments: Appendix A - Waste Solvent Area Documentation
Appendix B - Waste Paint Area Documentation
Appendix C - DRD Pond Documentation
Appendix D - 1985 PCB Soil Characterization Analytical Data
Appendix E - Example Boring Logs



APPENDIX A
WASTE SOLVENT AREA DOCUMENTATION

‘Hart Crowser
}-5940



Engineers
Planners

CHMHILL BT e
_ Scientists

August 29, 1985

P8100.43

Oregon Steel Mills
P.0. Box 2760
Portland, Oregon 97208

Attention: Mr. Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Engineering Manager

Gentlemen:

Attached is our declaration to fulfill the requirements of
40 CFR 265.115 and, if applicable, 40 CFR 264.115.

If you have any questions or if we can be of further
assistance, please call.

Sincerely,

CH2M HILL NORTHWEST, INC.
Richard G. Crim, P.E.
Geotechnical Engineer

Attachment

CH2M HILL INC.  Portiand Office 2020 S.W. Fourth Avenue, 2nd Flocr, Partiand, Oregon 97201 5032249190
PDC372.050 TELEX: 360103 CH2M PTL



...III" Engineers
_ Planners
Economists
_ Scientists

DECLARATION

With respect to the solidified paint waste at the Gilmore
Steel Corporation, Oregon Steel Mills Division, in Portland,
Oregon, the undersigned declares that, based on his personal
observations, review of records, and documentation, and in
his professional engineering judgment and opinion and to the
best of his knowledge, the following steps described in the
attached closure plan have been performed:

1. Container storage equipment has been removed.

2. The soil was tested in a grid pattern at six
points.

3. Gravel and soil were removed in the area adjacent
to the concrete pad.

4, Sampling was performed after soil and gravel were
removed. Based on results from Coffey Laboratories,
Inc., Log #A850826-A, all samples tested indicate
a concentration of methyl ethyl ketone of less
than one part per million.

5. Excavated soil and gravel was placed in drums and
manifested for shipment to a permitted hazardous
waste landfill.

6. The excavated area was backfilled with clean
gravel.

This declaration does not constitute any warranty, express
or implied. e

Signed,
Richard G. Crim, P.E. Date :
CHZMHILL INC.  Porfiand Office 2020 SW. Fourth Avenue, 2nd Floor. Portiand, Oregon 97201 503.2249190

PDR372.046.1 TELEX: 360103 CHZM PTL



CLOSURE_PLAN

The following plan meets the requirements of 40 CFR 265 and 264
for the closure of a Container Storage Area and includes the
comments submitted by the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality in their August 15, 1985 dated letter. '

Coating Department: Container Storage of Methyl Ethyl Ketone (MEK)

Steps:

1. Remove all container storage equipment including
empty and/or partially full barrels, pallets, funnels,
etc.

2. Test soil in a grid pattern along the west side
of the concrete pad at six (6) points.

3. Pending the outcome of the sample analysis, remove
sufficient gravel and soil in the area adjacent to the
concrete pad to ensure a clean up level to background
is achieved.

4. The level of background will be acheived when
sample analysis of the soil indicate a Methyl Ethyl
Ketone (MEK) concentration of one part per million

(1 PPM) or less. This concentration meets or exceeds
the level of detection standard in EPA's Analysis Test
Method #8015 outlines in EPA publication Test Methods
for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW 846, July, 1982.

5. Excavated gravel and soil removed will be placed
DOT 17 E Barrels and disposed of in a permitted
Hazardous Waste Landfill.

6. The excavated area will be backfilled with clean
gravel. .

7. The closure will be certified by Gilmore Steel
Corporation, Oregon Steel Mills Division and an
Independent Registered Professional Engineer as
specified in 40 CFR 265.115 and 264.115.

8. Laboratory Analysis will be performed and certified

. by an outside independent laboratory using the above test

method specified by Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality.



COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

4914 N.E. 122nd Ave.
Portiand, OR 97230

‘ I Phone: (503) 254-1794

August 26, 1985
Log #A850822-G

Oregon Steel Mills

P.0. Box 2760

Portland, Oregon 97208

Attention: Tom McCue

Analysis Requested: Methyl Ethyl Ketone

Sample ID: Dirt

CLIENT ID | RESULTS
1 < 1.0
2 < 1.0
a < 1.0
4 3.6
5 - < 1.0
6 < 1.0

{ denotes “less than”
Results in mg/kKg.

Sincerely,

G 1

Susan M. Cof
President

SMC/gs



COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

4918 N.E. 122nd Ave.
Portland. OR 97230

‘ l Phone: (503) 254-1794

Augqust 27, 1985
Log #A850826-A
RETEST REPORT

Oreqgqon Steel Mills

P.0., Box 2760 _
Portland, Oregon 97208
Attention: Tom McCue

Analysis Requested: Methyl Ethyl Ketone

Sample ID: Dirt

CLIENT ID RESULTS
1 < 1.0
2 < 1,0
3 < 1.0
4 A+ < 1.0
Bes < 1.0
5 < 1.0

6 ' < 1.0
¢ denotes “"less than”
Results in mg/kg.

A% Before Cleanup
Be* After Cleanup

Sincerely,

Swaa M.

Susan M, Coffey
President

SMC/gs
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PO. Box 2760
Porttand, Oregon 97208

Phone (503) 286-9651

i
13
L

T crT
[ ‘; ! 4 M ( " I
- S U

January 29, 1986
Ms. Catherine Massimino
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Region 10 M/8 333
1200 Sixth Avenue "
Washington 98101
reminding me

Seattle,
Dear Cathy:
Thank you for your telephone call yesterday,
that certain information regarding the closure of a container
Enclosed with this letter is a blue print
(S) items requested

storage area is due.

with the waste solvent container area outlined and an

informational submittal responding to the five

in the Charles E. Finley letter of November 20, 19835.

If further information is needed for your evaluation of the
(S03)286-9651.

please contact me at
Sincerely,

closure,
‘_—_Tc;ﬂmnn C,Yw((,
McCue :

Thomas C.
Environmental Manager

Enclosure
TCM ip
ATTACHMENT Z

———-‘-



i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

A drawing is enclosed which identifies the Waste Solvent
Container Area, Sampling Grid, the Sampling Faints, and the
location of the soil which was removed.

The Sampling Method was devised to obtain a series of
Sampling Foints radiating outward from an observed spill of
paint and/or Methyl Ethyl Ketone (MEK). The Spill Area was
contained by a concrete pad on the east side, therefore,
sample points were chosen on the three (3) remaining sides as
well as the actual spill point. This sampling method was
described as a Sampling Grid consisting of six (&) points in
the closure plan submitted to Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality and was approved prior to execution.

The sampling procedure was developed to obtain representative
samples by:

1. Excavation to a six (&) inch depth at each sample

point.
2. Collect so0il and gravel samples at each point with a

hand trowel.

3. Samples were placed directly into clean clear glass
sample bottles and sealed with aluminum foil and screw
top lids.

4, The sealed sample bottles were placed into a covered

cardboard box for protection from ultraviolet light and
transported to Coffey Laboratories to be refrigerated
until analyzed.

A Spill Area was observed and sampled according to Section ii
abaove.

The Independent Frofessional Engineer observed each step of
the Closure Flan as performed and attested to in the
Declaration Document provided to EFA, August 29, 1986. The
Independent Professional Engineer was chosen to oversee the
closure operation because of his previous experience as a
Contract Supervisor overseeing clean up operations for two
(2) vyears for EPA at the Love Canal Site.
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APPENDIX B
WASTE PAINT AREA DOCUMENTATION

. Hart-Crowser
5940 .



PO. Box 2760
Portland, Oregon 97208 &
Phone (503) 286-9651

June 3, 1986

Mr. Edward Woods
Northwest Region
Department of Environmental Quality

P.0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207 DEELDEENWROMENTM OnaLiTy

RE: One Time Disposal of Solid Waste
Dear Mr. Woods:

To confirm our previous telephone conversations, we are requesting
approval to leave certain solid wastes in place for disposal on-site
rather than disposal at the St. John's Landfill. The solid waste is
described as paint waste "B” and has been analyzed for total petals,
extraction procedure toxicity metals, and methyl ethyl ketone the only
significant solvent. Paint waste “A” is the currently produced paint
waste and will be handled in a different wmanner.

We propose a one~time disposal of up to four hundred (400) cubic yards
of paint waste "B" on—-site. We have disposed of all paint wastes
generated since August 1984 in an off-site permitted landfill
authorized by a special waste disposal permit as you requested. Due to
the quantity and the inert quality of this paint waste material, a

~ one-time disposal approval seems appropriate.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Manager

Enclosures
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COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

R, 4914 N.E. 122nd Ave.
3 Portland, OR 97230
Phone: (503) 254-1794

May 28, 1G36
X Loo EASE0Si4-E
; FOE 100
Jrecon  Stecslt Mills
7.0, To= ZIeD
Fortiend, Oregen S7Z08

Analysis Pequested: E P Toxicity Test.

Szmple ID: #1 - Faint Waste A, 5-13-B8Bc
#2 - Paint Waste B, 5-12-8

Sampie Description: Faint Waste

Method of Analysis: Federal Register/Vol.45, No.Z&8/Monday,
May 19, 1930/ Pules and Feguiations; Appendix lI, Page 33127 )

Field Deta: Samples were collected and deiivered by wne Ciilent

ANALYEIS SAMFLE a1 - SAMPLE #2 Limi
Arsenic PENTH ¢ 0,05 5.0
Earium 26.50 252 100:C
Cadmium 0,18& 0.132 1,0
Chromium C.48 < 0.05 5.0
Lead - D.5} 0.73 5.0
Mercury < 6.03 < 0.05 0.2
Celenium < 09,03 < 2,05 1,0
Silver . : < 0,095 { 0,09 3.0
denotes ;less than”
Resulis expressed in mg/ititer uniess otherwice specifiead.

This report is for the sole and Bxclusive use of the sbove client,
Samples are retsinec 2 maximum of 15 days from the date of this letter.



Sample D

ri: Tom

»f3
S8 3 Ttdawrpaatpet

43914 N.E. 122nd Ave.
Portland, OR 97230
Phone: (503) 254-1794

Mrli=
Miclt
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ih

quested:

A2 -

€scription:

Total

§i - Paint Waste A, S5-13-
Palnct =

Metals

R, 5-1:

lWaste

Paint Waste

Gtrz2nic 10,00
Tarium 761.2
Cadmium 6.7 7
Chromium 1332
vesd 13G.9
Mercury ¢ 0.05
Se:smium 0,03
Siiver < 3.0
Mezhyl Ethyi ketorex 14
Fesults 1n mg/kg

cenotes "less than'

May 28, 1386
Loo #£E603514-F
rO#: 1ao

SAMPLE #2

10,00
37304
Z7 .54
2i5.3
332.86
< 0.05
< 0,00
{ 5.0
1.4

*# Anailysic by e€extraction
stangcards.

SMC/gs
This report 1s for the
Samples are retained a ms

GC/FID and comparison with solutions of

exclusive

15 days from the cate of

Sincerely,

Suon M-

Susan M. Cotydy
re o

ident
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above client,
this letter.

use of thnhe



Department of Environmental Quality

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SW. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE: (503) 229-5696

Governos

June 23, 1986

Mr. Thanas C. McCue
Oregon Steel Mills
P. O. Box 2760

Portland, OR 97208

Re: Multnomah Co. — SW
LETTBR AUTHORIZATION $A-184

Dear Mr. McCue:

This i3 in response to your request for a one time permit to put paint
wastes in an exlsting landfill on your plant site. Your analysis of the
paint wastes indicates that those wastes do not meet the definitions of
hazardous wastes. Therefore, the Department hereby authorizes the disposal
of the paint wastes on site subject to tha following conditions:

1. The waste3 shall be added to the existing landfill on your plant
Site. )

2. The wastes added to the landf{ill should be the paint wastes
characterized by the test results submitted with your request.

3 The amount of wastes shall not exceed 400 cubic yards.

4. At least 2 feet of cover shall be installed over the waste piles,

5. The wastes shall rot be deposited at levels lower than the
existing water table. :

6. Phis authorization expires 6 months from the date of this letter.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 229-5296.

Sincerely,

Edward G. ¥Woods _
Senlior Environmental Analyst
Northwest Region

BEGW:m
SM350
cc: Solid Waste Section
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Andrew J. Gilpin

Manager, Environmental Services QUALITY
Oregon Steel Mills, Inc.
P.O. Box 2760 Western Region -
Portland, OR 97208-0363 Salem Office
Re: Solid Waste Landfill

SW Permit No. 1174

Multnhomah County
Dear Mr. Gilpin:

We have reviewed and accept the Landfill Closure Construction Report, November 30, 1995, as
~ the construction certification required by OAR 340-93-150. Based on the certification we
consider the landfill to be closed.

The construction report was very well presented.

If you have any questions, please call Fred Bromfeld, of my staff, at tel: 2296210, Portland.

er, Solid Waste Permits
Northwest Region

cc: Fred Bromfeld, NWR
Herb Clough, Hart Crowser

750 Front St. NE
Suite 120

Salem, OR 97310
{503) 378-8240
(503) 378-3684 TTY



- 4-S5/9-07

Andrew J. Gilpin

Manager, Environmental Services
Portland Steelworks

Oregon Steel Mills, Inc.

P.O. Box 2760

Portland, OR 97208-0363

Dear Mr. Gilpin:

HART CRC TS

JUN 25 19_9 ()regon

[y FRY vy o5
Doang O oS

DEPARTMENT OF

ENVIRONMENTAL

JUNE 23, 1997 QUALITY

Western Region -
Salem Office

Re: Solid Waste Landfill
SW Permit No. 1174
Multnomah County

This is in response to Hart Crowser’s letter on your behalf of Apnil 30, 1997 requestmg that
Solid Waste Dlsposal Site Closure Permit No. 1174 be terminated.

Enclosed is an evaluation of the request by Fred Bromfeld, of my staff. His determination is that
pursuant to OAR 340-95-050(5), the permit may be terminated as the subject landfill poses no
threat to human health or the environment and requires no further solid waste activity.

As such, Solid Waste Disposal Site Closure Permit No. 1174 is hereby terminated.

cc: Fred Bromfeld, NWR
Herb Clough, Hart Crowser

Sincerely,

Chdrtes W. Donaldson
Manager, Solid Waste Permits
Northwest Region

750 Front St. NE
Suite 120

Salem, OR 97310
(503) 378-8240

(503) 378-3684 TDD
DEQ/WVR-101 1-91



PERMIT TERMINATION REPORT

OREGON STEEL MILLS, INC. Report By: Fred Bromfeld
P.0. BOX 2760
PORTLAND, OR 97321

Prepared: June 23, 1997
SW LANDFILL
SW PERMIT NO. 1174
MULTNOMAH COUNTY

By an April 14, 1997, letter from its consultant, Oregon Steel Mills requested that the Department
terminate the permit for the closed landfill at its Rivergate muill.

Background

The landfill is small and in a remote corner of the mill site. It was permitted on July 31, 1995,
several years after its last use, at the request of Oregon Steel and to enable the Department to
monitor the impact of the landfill on groundwater. Attachment 1 gives more complete background.

Evaluation

A review of an April 29, 1997, report of 9 sampling events, indicated a slight, though statistically
significant increase in arsenic, iron, and manganese in the shallow groundwater beneath the landfill.
But, given the landfill’s location [groundwater] downstream of most of the mill facilities, its impact
on the already impacted groundwater is not deemed to be significant. As such, further monitoring
is unwarranted. :

I also inspected the landﬁll site on June 19, 1997. The top cover is 18” compacted aggregate and
appears unchanged from its condition at closure. Oregon Steel uses it as a storage area.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the permit be terminated as provided by OAR 340-95-050(5) since the site
poses no threat to human health or the environment and:

1. There is no need for active supervision of the site.
2. There is no need for maintenance at the site.
3. There is no need for the maintenance or opefation of any system or facility at the site.

Attachment



Attachment 1

PERMIT EVALUATION REPORT

OREGON STEEL MILLS, INC. _ Report By: Fred Bromfeld
P.O. BOX 2760 Nancy Sawka
PORTLAND, OR 97321

Prepared: May 15, 1995
SW LANDFILL Revised: July 3, 1995
SW PERMIT NO. 1174
MULTNOMAH COUNTY
Background

Oregon Steel Mills, Inc. (OSM) operates a steel mill that manufactures carbon steel from scrap and
additives in an electric arc furnace. The mill is located on the eastern bank of the Willamette River
in the Rivergate industrial area of north Portland, Oregon.

The subject 3 acre landfill is located in the northwest comer of the mill property about 100 feet
from the Willamette River. The landfill was operated between 1975 and 1990 but this is the initial
permit since the disposed wastes were considered inert and exempt from regulation during the time
of its operation.

The disposed wastes are primarily mullite (a clay), ceramic refractory, furnace slag, and mill scale.
In a September 30, 1992, RCRA Preliminary Assessment, EPA determined the landfiil to be a solid

waste management unit.

Cover Evaluation

On January 19, 1995, OSM submitted an application to the Department requesting that the landfill
be closed under a closure permit. Also received were a Landfill Site Characterization, July 2, 1993,
and a Landfill Closure Plan, April 3, 1995, Revised May 10, 1995.

The plan for the landfill cover is satisfactory and is incorporated into the permit.

Groundwater Evaluation

An extensive amount of waste and groundwater charactenzation work has been completed at this
facility as part of the RCRA Preliminary Assessment (PA), the landfill site characterization study
~ (SCS), and for the closure plan. In addition to the process waste discussed above, a one-time
disposal of non-hazardous paint wastes was allowed in the landfill sometime after June 1986.



These paint wastes tested as non-hazardous, but contained sufficient concentrations of some trace
metals to be viewed as a potential environmental concern should leaching of the wastes occur.

The groundwater flow at the site is towards the Willamette River. The potential receptors of a
leachate release, should one occur, are the groundwaters beneath and downgradient of the landfill,
and the Willamette Riverto the west.

The landfill has an existing monitoring well network consisting of two downgradient wells, one
upgradient well, and one cross gradient well. These wells were installed as part of the SCS. Waste
characterization data and groundwater analytical results presented in the SCS and closure reports,
indicate that the main constituents of concern are trace metals including arsenic, barium, cadmium,
chromium, lead, nickél, and zinc. Most of these constituents were detected in the wastes and/or the
groundwater. The metals in the groundwater were not detected above the federal or state standard,
but most did exceed the concentrations found in the upgradient well.

The permit requires quarterly groundwater monitoring of the existing monitoring wells for the
constituents of concen. With the completion of closure activities, the potential for. leachate
generation and release should be minimized. After two years of quarterly groundwater monitoring,
the site should be re-evaluated to determine if the closure efforts have been effective in reducing the
concentrations of metals-in the groundwater. VOC and semi-VOC analyses are not included in the
groundwater monitoring requirements of the permit because these constituents are not expected to
pose an environmental threat based on the data collected to date. However, VOCs and semi-YOCs
should be sampled by the DEQ laboratory during the first split sampling event to confirm the
previous groundwater sampling results.

A water well inventory is also required in the permit since a detailed survey was not completed or
provided in previous reports. ’

The permit was put on public review June 1, 1995. No comments were recetved.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the draft permit be issued as proposed.
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OREGON STEEL MILLS

P 0. Box 2760
Porttand, Oregon 97208-2760
Phone (503) 286-9651

September 3, 1999

Mr. Charles Clinton

Manager, Hazardous Waste Technical Assistance and Comphance
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

Northwest Region

2020 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 400

Portland, OR 97201-4987

Re: Closure of Issues Related to Former DRD Pond
Dear Chuck:

This letter is in response to your inquiry about the final resolution/closure of the former Direct '
Reduction Division (“DRD") storage pond located at the Oregon Steel Mills’ (*OSM™)

facility. I apologize for the delay in getting back to you, the former DRD pond has a long (and
at this point, dated) history and it took some time locating the relevant documents.

It appears from my review of the files that the regulatory issues associated with the DRD pond
were the subject of discussions between Gilmore Steel Mills (“Gilmore™) (now OSM), the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™), and the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (“DEQ") from 1980 until 1987. By 1987, after Gilmore had removed
all the material from the DRD pond, and had demonstrated through sampling and analysis that
the DRD pouad was not a source of potential contamination, both EPA and DEQ considered the
issue closed. Below I have provided you a brief narrative of the history and resolution of the
DRD pond. I have also enclosed relevant documents and correspondence relating to the DRD

pond.

As you may recall, Gilmore used the former DRD pond for many years for storing iron ore
used in the manufacture of steel. For a short period of time, from approximately June 1980
until March 1981, Gilmore placed electric arc fumace dust (“EAF™) into the DRD pond. At
about this same time, the EPA promulgated regulations under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (“RCRA™) defining emission control dust from the eléctric furnace production of
steel as a Listed hazardous waste. The listing of KO61 as a hazardous waste began what turned
out to be a long and often convoluted series of discussions about the regulation and appropnate
management of the material located in the pond.

For purposes of your inquiry about the ultimate resolution of the matter, 1 will skip a
significant portion of the early DRD pond history and instead, focus on describing how the



Mr. Charles Clinton
September 3, 1999

Page 2

resolution and closure of the former DRD pond was achieved. In chronological order,
important milestones relating to the pond closure are as follows:

1.

In March 1983, EPA and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
(“DEQ7) conducted a joint inspection of the Gilmore facility. The inspection
report prepared by DEQ did not identify any violations at the facility, and stated
that once the EAF dust was removed from the DRD storage facility, Gilmore
would not be considered a treatment, storage, and disposal (“TSD") facility.

Between May 7, and May 10, 1984, Gilmore removed the EAF dust, the K061
listed waste, from the pond (a total of approximately 413 tons), and manifested it
to the RCRA-permitted Subtitle C disposal site in Arlington, Oregon.

In July 1985, EPA determined that the materials remaining in the DRD pond (iron
ore) would not be considered a solid waste under EPA’s recycling rules if 75
percent of the iron ore remaining in the pond was removed and recycled by
December 31, 1985.

" Beginning in July 1984, Gilmore conducted groundwater monitoring in the area

surrounding the DRD pond and submitted the results to EPA. All of groundwater
monitoring data from 1984 through 1986 show that no substances of concern
exceeded EPA’s safe drinking water standards.

In November 1985, EPA wrote a letter to Gilmore stating that EPA had concluded
that there was no evidence that any hazardous constituents had been released from
the DRD pond. EPA also stated in this letter that Gilmore was not required to
have either interim TSD status or a RCRA permit, or to file a closure plan, with
respect to the DRD pond and that the DRD pond did not present any further
RCRA issues.

On October 29, 1986, consistent with EPA’s conclusions regarding the DRD
pond, DEQ wrote Gilmore granting its permission to proceed with the leveling of
the site and to discontinue groundwater monitoring because all of the iron ore
materials had been removed and because the analytical data on the matenals
removed from the DRD pond demonstrated that the material did not contain any
hazardous constituents of concern.

In sum, by 1987, both EPA and DEQ had determined that the former DRD pond was
administratively closed as a regulatory concern based on the removal actions performed by
Gilmore and Oregon Steel and based upon confirmation sampling of the former DRD pond and
of the groundwater underneath the former DRD pond, both indicating that the former pond had
not been a source of a release of hazardous substances.



Mr. Charles Clinton
September 3, 1999
Page 3

As recently as August 1992, an EPA contractor conducted a RCRA Preliminary Assessment of
the Gilmore facility. Although the EPA contractor identified the former DRD pond as a solid
waste management unit, it recommended no further investigation or action with respect to the
former DRD pond,



Mr. Charles Clinton
September 3, 1999
Page 4

I have enclosed for your files the following documents:

1.  Memorandum from the Director of Environmental Quality Commission (“EQC”)
to EQC regarding Agenda Item K for the January 31, 1986, EQC Meeting-

“Request for Variance from Gilmore (Oregon) Steel from Classification as Soid <

Waste Centain Iron Ore Material.” Attachments 1 through 4 to Agenda Item K.

2. Letter dated May 7, 1985, from Thomas C. McCue, Environmental Manager, for
OSM, to Kenneth D. Feigner, Chief, Waste Management Branch of the EPA -
regarding Groundwater Data Submittal transmitting the fourth submittal of
Groundwater Analysis and the Groundwater Elevation Data for all 15 well points.

3. Letter dated September 9, 1985, from Mr. McCue to Mr. Feigner transmitting the
second submittal of Groundwater Analysis and the Groundwater Elevation Data.

4.  Lenter dated November 20, 1985, from Charles E. Findley, Director, Hazardous
Waste Division, EPA, to Thomas B. Boklund, President, Gilmore in response to
Gilmore’s letters of August 29, and September 30, 1985, as to the handling of the -
DRD pond material.

5. Interoffice Memo dated July 1, 1986, from Brett McKnight of DEQ to File thru
Neil Mullane regarding HW CEl Inspection Review.

6.  Letter dated July 29, 1985, from Mr. Feigner of EPA to Mr. McCue of Gilmore
regarding a follow-up to meeting held on June 4, 1985, and major issue being the
redefinition of solid waste promulgated by EPA on January 4, 1985, on the past
and present hazardous waste activities at Gilmore’s Portland, Oregon, facility.

7. Letter dated July 23, 1986, from Mr. McCue to Mr. Feigner transmitting the fifth
submittal of Groundwater Analysis and Groundwater Elevation Data (not
included).

8.  Letter dated July 30, 1986, from Mr. McCue to Ms. Gillaspie regardmg
documentation of iron ore removal for recycling or reuse.

9.  Letter dated August 28, 1986, from Richard C. Bird, Manager, Process
Engineering, OSM, to Ms. Gillaspie regarding rémoval of all of the iaterial in
the DRD Ore Storage Facility from our property for recycling.

10.  Letter dated October 13, 1986, from Mr. Bird to Chuck Rice of EPA regarding
request to terminate monitoring pursuant to the Consent Order entered into on
February 8, 1985.

o

-



Mr. Charles Clinton
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11.  Letter dated October 22, 1986, from D. Henry Elsen, Assistant Regional Counsel,
EPA, to Marvin B. Duming, counsel for Gilmore, in response to his letter of
September 29, 1986, and OSM’s letter of October 13, 1986, to Charles Rice of
EPA regarding activities at the DRD ore storage/disposal unit at its Portland,
Oregon, facility.

12.  Letter dated October 23, 1986, from Mr. Bird to Mr. Rice regarding removal of
last few cubic yards of iron ore from the Ore Storage Facility and placed it in with
the small amount of material at the rail head which is being shipped to a cement
manufacturer for recycling into cement and request for prompt approvaJ to push in
the dykes, etc. as per letter of October 13, 1986.

13. Letter dated October 29, 1986, from Edward Woods, Senior Environmental
Analyst, Northwest Region, DEQ, to Mr. Bird regarding confirmation of all
material having been removed and permission to level the storage facility and
discontinue groundwater monitoring program.

14. Letter dated December 18, 1987, from Mr. Bird to Ms. Gillaspie regarding
removal of all iron ore and shipment to Canada Cement LaFarge, Ltd., or to Ash
Grove Cement West, Inc., for use in the manufacture of cement.

15. Letter dated September 30, 1992, from Kathryn Gladden, Work Assignment
Manager, Science Applications International Corporation, to Deborah Robinson of
EPA transmitting final RCRA Preliminary Assessment report along with page 23
of that report. '

OSM has considered the former DRD pond a closed issue for many years. I trust this letter
and the accompanying enclosures allow you to close your file on this issue too.

Please call me if you have any questions regarding the former DRD pond.

Sincerely,
OREGON STEEL MILLS, INC.

)/

ANDREW ] PIN
Manager, Environmental Services
Portland Steelworks

AIG:P-S:d-r
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Enclosures
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Environmental Quality Commissicn

Mailing Acaress: BOX 1760. PORTLAND OR 272C7
522 SOUTHWEST 5tn AVENUE. PORTLAND CR 97204 PwCME (5037 229-2¢22

MEMORANDUM

To: Envircnmental Quality Commission

Prom: Director

Subject: Agenda Itenm X , January 31, 1986, EQC Meeting

Request for Variance from Gilmore (Oregon) Steel from
Classification as Solid Waste Certain Iron Ore Material

Background

Gilmore Steel operates a steel rolling mill in the Rivergate district of
north Portland. The facility is also known as Oregon Steel.

The company combines scrap iron and various alloys to produce steel. The
mill was built in 1970. The company had used an impoundment to store iron
oxide ore. The iron ore pond is about 310 feet by 390 feet and 19 feet
deep, and is located south of the main mill, adjacent to the Willamette
River. To control air pollution, the company uses a baghouse.

In May of 1980, the company started using recycled scrap iron to replace
iron ore in its steel making process. This caused some contaminants from
scrap iron (lead, cadmium and chromium) to be generated in the steel making
process. The contaminants were collected in the baghousa.  The baghouse
dust was deposited in the iron ore storage pond from May of 1980 until
March, 198l.

Under current state and federal Resource Conservation & Recovery Act (RCRA)
hazardous wvaste regulations, baghouse dust from the primary production of
steel in electric furnaces is a listed vaste (#K061, Emission Control
Dust/Sludge).

Disagreements between EPA, DEQ and Gilmore Steel over the proper regulatory
handling of the material in the iron ore pond delayed disposition of the
material for several years.

A regulatory light-through-the-tunnel appeared with EPA's revision of the
hazardous waste rules to exclude legitimate recycling or reuse from

hazardous waste regulations. EPA promulgated these rules January 4, 1985;
they were adopted by reference by the Environmental Quality Commission on



PETITION BEFORE THE STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRORMENTAL QUALITY

Subject: Petition by Gilmore Steel Corporation to exclude a material
(assumed to be a waste for purposes of the petition) at its
Oregon Steel Mill Rivergate facility from status as a hazardous

waste under the Oregon Hazardous Waste Management Program.

Introduction

Gilmore Steel Corporation petitions the Oregon Department of Envirommental
Quality (DEQ) to exclude from status as a hazardous waste, a mixture of
iron ore and emission éontrol dust now found in the asphaltic lined iron
ore storage facility at {ts Rivergate plant in Portland, Oregon. The mate-
rial is 99.92% iron oxides by weight and 0.082 other metals (lead 0.076Z,
cadmium 0.002%).

Gilmore Steel believes that the material is not a waste at all but is a
mixture of a raw material and a by-product of manufacturing which is bene-
ficially reuseable. This petition is presented out of an abundance of cau-
tion and to cooperate with regulatory authorities as far as possible. For
purposes of this petition, Gilmore Steel, therefore, asks that DEQ assume
the material to be subject to its hazardous waste management program and

grant this petition to remove it from that status.

By this petition, and Oregon's interim authorization it is requested and
understood that the action of the Environmental Quality Commission will be
pursuant to both the Oregon and federal hazardous waste management pro—
grams. With this understanding, the petition refers only to the Oregon

program.



OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this petition, requesting exclusion of materials which are
currently in the ore storage pond from the Oregon Hazardous Waste Manage-
ment Program at Gilmore Steel Corporation, is to demonstrate under OAR
340-101-003 (5)- (a) & (b) that the mixture of these materials no longer
exhibits the characteristics of a hazardous waste as defined in OAR

340-101-Subdivision C. Subsequent to original EP tox{city submittals and
interpretation by EPA on the characteristics of these materials, substan-

tfal quantities of the emission control dust have been removed and disposed

of at Chem Securities System Inc.'s Class 1 landfill in Arlington, OR.

The technical basis fo; this petition has been developed from the collec-
tion and analysis of unbiased randomly distributed samples, which show that
the material no longer exhibits EP Toxicity (per OAR340-101-024), and is
not, therefore by definition, a hazardous waste. The remainder of this
petition is organized in a one-to-one correspondence with the OAR 340-100-
020 & 022 requests for information to justify the exclusion of this

material.



PETITION BEFORE THE STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

SUBJECT: REQUEST BY GILMORE STEEL CORPORATION FOR THE
DECLASSIFICATION OF MIXTURE CONTAINING HAZARDOUS
CONSTITUENTS.

Gilmore Steel Corporation requests the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality Quality (DEQ) to exclude from regulation a mixture of iron ore and
emission control dust from the secondary production of steel by the Elec-
tric Arc Process (EAF dust). The exclusion is requested on the basis that
the mixture is not characteristic of a waste, is not a listed waste, and is
exempted because it 1is a mixture of a raw materfial and a reusable by-
product. No new material {s being added to the stored material and the use

and re-use of the material is dependent upon declassification of the

mixture.



QAR 340-100-020 (2)

(a) Gilmore Steel Corp
Oregon Steel Mills Division
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd.
Portland, OR 97203

(b) Oregon Steel Mills (0SM) 1is owner and operator of an iron ore
storage facility consisting of an asphaltic lined pond contain-
ing 47,610 tons of iron ore and oxide of iron. Within this
mixture are minimal amounts of metal oxides of lead and cad-
mium which wmay therefore be subject to Oregon and federal
hazardous waste regulations. However, at this time, it {s in
the interest of OSM to remove these process materials for
recycling to a steel making facility to allow for other use of
the land.

(c) To facilitate this plan, Oregon Steel Mills proposes that the
ODEQ approve this petition to exclude the contents of the ore
storage facility from status as a hazardous waste under the
Oregon hazardous waste management program, because chemical
analyses show that the mixture is not a characteristic waste as

defined in OAR Sub Division D of Division 101 (340-101).

SUGGESTED STAFF/COMMISSION WORDING

“1t 18 the opinion of the (staff/commission) that the material con-
tained within the asphaltic lined storage facility at the Oregon
Steel M1ill's property of Gilmore Steel does not meet the pertinent
criteris set out Iin OAR 340-101-003 for classification as a hazar-
dous waste and is excluded from the provisions of the Oregon Hazar-

dous Waste Management Programs.

The (staff/comaission) believes that the saaples collected were non-
biased and adequately represent any variations which may occur in

the waste petitioned for exclusion.



0AR 340-100-020 (2)

The (staff/commission) has also reviewed the groundwater data and
leachate collection analysis data submitted in this petition and
submitted separately and found no migration of hazardous consti-
tuents into the groundwater or environment from this storage facil-
ity. In addition, the (staff/commissjion) has reviewed the peti-
tioned material by the Vertical and Horizontal Spread (VHS) model
developed by EPA and proposed in the Federal Register/Vol.50, No.
38/Tuesday, February 26, 1985/pages 7896-7900. This analytical
model assumes a reasonable worst case land disposal scenario inclu-
ding generation of a leachate, migration of the leachate to an
underlying groundwater aquifer and migration of the contaminated

groundwater aquifer to a nearby drinking water well.

If these materials were to be disposed of in an offsite landfill,
the VHS model predicts the potential of hazardous constituents to
migrate from the landfill. The (staff/commission) has found that,
based on the VHS model, the potential for contaminant migration at a
95% confidence interval for lead, cadmium, and chromium would not
exceed the primary drinking water standards for those constituents
at the nearest reception well (per EPA, reception well is chosen to
be 500 feet awvay).

The (staff/commission) bdelieves that the material contained in the
asphaltic lined storage facility is non—hazardous for all reasons,

and, as such, should be excluded from hazardous waste control.”

Resolution:

The Environmental Quality Commission of the State of Oregon herehy
grants the petition of the Gilmore Steel corporation and excludes
from status as a hazardous waste under the Oregon Hazardous Waste
Management Program the approximately 47,610 tons of material in the
ore storage facility at Gilmore Steel's Rivergate, Portland facility
as more particularly described in this petition. |



QAR 340-100~020 (2) Continued

d) The proposed declassification (delisting) is required

facilitate recycle of these materials by removal from the

site. OSM requests that the petition should be approved on

the basis that the mixture is not hazardous and passes all

required testing methods for hazardous classification (OAR
340-101). The declassification (delisting) petirion should

also be approved on the basis that the mixture poses no

‘threat to public health or the enviromment. Even though the

mixture {s not, as noted above, a characteristic waste,

approval of the petition will allow for its complete removal

from the site.

The following evidence i{s offered in support of this petition.

(1) Extraction Procedure Toxic Test Method Results

ELEMENT OSM MIXTURE*, mg/1 OAR/EPA STD, mg/l
ARSENIC < 0.05 5.0
BARIUM 0.39 100.0
CADMIUM 0.43%* 1.0
CHROMI UM < 0.05%= 5.0
LEAD 4.2] %% 5.0
MERCURY < 0.05 0.2
SELENIUM < 0.05 1.0
SILVER < 0.05 5.0
* OSM mixture results from a weighted composite resulting from

25 full depth core samples selected on the basis of a compu~

ter based statistically random selection program. The OSM

mixture falls below the standards set by the Environmental

Protection Agency and adopted by the State of Oregon for

classification as a hazardous material.

bkl Elements of concern for classification as a hazardous mater~-

{al.



QAR 340-100—-020 (2)(d) Continued

(2)

3

At the demand of EPA, groundwater monitoring test results were com—

pleted for three down-gradient wells. All analyses showed compliance

with the requirements of OAR 340-105 Subpart F, as an example, Data

for well OSM-2 are shown below:

EPA
Primary
OSM 2 Drinking
ELEMENT Sampling Run Water Std
ARSENIC 0.005 0.05
BARIUM < 0.1 1.0
CADMIUM < 0.00! 0.01
CHROMIUM < 0.001 0.05
FLORIDE 0.8 1.4-2.4
LEAD < 0.01 0.05
MERCURY < 0.001 0.002
NITRATE < 0.05 10.0
SELENIUM < 0.005 0.01
SILVER < 0.002 0.05
ENDRIN < 0.02 0. 0002
LINDANE < 0.02 0. 004
METHOXYCHLOR < 0.5 0.1
TOXAPHENE < 1. 0.005
2,4-D < 1. 0.1
2, 10. S-TP SILVEX < 1. 0. Ol
RADIUM - 5 pCi/1
GROSS ALPHA - 15 pC1/1
GROSS BETA - 4 MREM/yr.

OSM-2 A down-gradient well located at the waste containment

boundary.

Less than the detection limit of the analytical method.

Representative data for three quarterly analyses run to date.
(July, Oct, Dec 84) ' ' o

Indicates that these are EPA priority pollutants.



OAR 340-100-020 (2)(d) Continued

The ground water monitoring results from this down-gradient well
along with 18 additional ground water monitoring well samples all
meet or exceed the Environmental ﬁrotection Agency and State of
Oregon primary dflnking water standards, which {indicates that the
contents of the ore pond have been fully contained by the asphaltic

liner.

(3) Run-on/Run-off water (collected within the pond) test results from

19 Nov 84.
OSM EPA Primary & Secondary
Sample Drinking Water Std
ELEMENT mg/1 wg/1
ARSENIC < 0.025 0.050
BARIUM 0.02 1.0
CADMIUM 0.0019 0.010
CHROMIUM < 0.01 0.050
FLORIDE 4.93 1.4-2.4
LEAD < 0.001 0.050
MERCURY < 0.0005 0.002
NITRATE 0.13 10.0
SELENIUM < 0.001 0.010
SILVER 0.0016 0. 050
IRON : 0.08 0.3
MANGANESE 0. 004 0.05

The run-on/run—off water collected within the lined storage facility meet
or exceed the EPA and ODEQ primary drinking water standards with the
exception of fluoride. Although the drinking wster standard for fluoride
is exceeded, it 1is not listed as a hazardous constituent of the iron ore
wixture by EPA or ODEQ standards supported in section (1) above, and this
vater is fully treated and reused within the steel making process. Fluo-
ride 18 not released from the facility into any drinking waters of the

State.



OAR 340-100-022 Continued

(9) (a) Coffey Laboratories Inc.
4914 N.E. 122nd. Ave.
Portland, Oregon 97230
Phone: (503) 254-1794

(%)

(b)

Sampling and Testing - Personnel Description
Resumes for the pertinent personnel may be found in Appendix A.

A1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

All samples were collected by Thomas C. McCue, Envirommental
Engineering Manager for Gilmore Steel Corp.

B.S. Degree in Science, Oregon State University

Continuing Education includes graduate work and seminars in
various environmental areas.

Experience includes seven (7) years as an Environmental

Engineer, and six (6) years as an Analytical Chemist.

All samples were prepared by Traci L. Trotman, Spectroscop-
ist for Coffey Laboratories
B.S. Degree in Science, Portland State University

Experience includes five (5) years laboratory experience.

All samples were analyzed by Harland B. Haynie, Director of
Research and Development for Coffey Laboratories.

B.A. Degree in -Math, Whitman College

B.A. Degree in Physics, Whitman College

Experience includes seven (7) years as a nuclear engineer
USN, four (4) years lecturing in physics and biochemistry,

and four (4) years léboratory experience.

All sample preparation and analysis was supervised by Susan
M. Coffey, President of Coffey Laboratories

B.S. Degree in Microbiology, Oregon State University
Graduate course work fn Enviromnmental Chemistry and Biochem-
istry.

Experience 1includes over ten (10) years as a laboratory

chemist.



OAR 340-100-022 (b) Countinued

(b)

: (¢)

(d)

(e)

(5) Consulting Engineer - Dr. Larry L. Russell

President of Russell Environmental Engineering and Develop—
mente.

Ph.D - Sanitary Engineering, University of California at
Berkeley

M.S., B.S. - Civil Engineering, University of California at
Berkeley

Experience includes over 15 years as an expert in Environ-

mental Chemistry and Waste Management.

All sampling was performed between December 10-14, 1984.

All samples collected were submitted to Coffey Laboratories for
analysis December 14, 1984,

Testing of samples was completed In stages between January 9,
1985 and March 1, 1985, All analyses will be found in Appendix
B. )

Generating Facility:
Gilmore Steel Corp.!
Oregon Steel Mills Division
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd.
Portland, OR 97203

Process Description.
Recycled scrap iron and lime are charged into a water cooled,
refractory lined melting vessel or furnace. The iron and
lime are melted by passing electric current through the scrap
iron at a rate of 520 kw/ton via three graphite electrodes.
The electrodes are consumed in the process at a rate of 11
1bs/ton molten steel producing CO and CO; gases. The gas
mixture {n turn provide the traﬂgﬁggkz;EAii]w;;r' tﬁé,hefal

oxide fume and particulates generated by the melting process.

~10-



0AR 340-100-022 (e) Cootinued

As the scrap iron melts the lime fluxes with the impurities
céntained 1n'the scrap and floats them to the top forming a
foamy slag. Once the slag building process is complete the
slag can be drawn off (slag-off) and the remaining “clean”
steel can be chemically and metallurgically adjusted with
ferro alloys. When the design chemistries are wmet, the
steel is tapped and poured into slabs awaiting final rolling
into finished plate.

Raw Materials Used in the Steel Making Process:

Recycled Scrap Iron

Lime Iron Ore
Ferrochromium Ferrovanadium
Copper

Ferromanganese

Nickel

By-Product of the Steel Making Process

Slag
Condensed Metal Oxides and Lime Dust

All sgteel by-products have been analyzed and evaluated
against standards for 1listed and characteristic wastes.
Only the condensed metal oxides found 'in the emission con-
trol dust faliled the extraction procedure toxicity test.
All other by-products were found non-hazardous.

Emission Control Dust Formation

During the wmeltdown process the electric arc from the gra-
phite electrodes vaporizes a small amount of the scrap iron
at the contact interface creating vapor phase metal fumes.
In addition to the arc interface fumes other vapor phase
netal fumes are released as the molten bath builds. The
first to form are low melting point metals, such as lead and

cadoium, which flash off early in the meltdown phasé due éo'-

their respectively low partial pressures. The mixture of
vapor phase metals are carried out of the furnace with the
carbon monoxide (CO) formed by the graphite electrodes.



0AR 340-100-022 (e) Continuved

Combustion air is added to the gas mixture immediate-
ly after leaving the furnace to oxidize the CO to
Co,. The gas mixture {is then cooled by passing
thru water cooled duct sections within the fume
collection system. As the gas mixture cools, metal
oxides condense out of the gas stream to form submi-
cron particulates. The higher melting point metals,
such as iron, condense first, providing a nucleus of
condensation for the lower melting point metals. The
fine particulate formations tend to be somewhat
charged depending on the degree of gas {onization
(e.g., free vaporized metal vs. oxidized metal) and
will therefore agglomerate into larger particles up

to 100 microns as they pass thru the gas stream.

Electron micrographs show agglomerations of small
spherical particles in large randomly attached masses
similar to a crystal growth. They also show spheri-
cal growth of agglomerated particles with an outer
layer binding them together much like the peel of an
orange. Chemical analysis of these agglomerated par-
ticles {ndicate the outer layer to consist of lower
melting point metals such as lead cadmium and zinc.
The spherical, two component particle is found early
{in the meltdown cycle, whereas the randomly agglom-
erated particles are found towards the end of the
melt period. This further demonstrates the early
flash off of low wmelting point metals and ultimate
condensation of other higher melting point particu-
late. For a more indepth explanation of steel enis-

.sion control dust formation see Appendix D.

-12-



OAR 340-100-022 Coontinued

(f)

(g)

Ore Storage Facility Content Description -

(composite sample from 25 core samples)

Parameter Weight (not intended to
total 100%)
ARSENIC < 0.01
BARIUM 0.00108
CADMIWM 0.00203
CHROMIUM < 0.0]
LEAD 0.074
MERCURY < 0.009
SELENIUM < 0.009
SILVER 0. 0004
IRON 41.0
MANGANESE 0.121
MAGNESTIUM 0.255
VARADIUM 0.0013
CALCIUM 1.12
COPPER 0.0215
ZINC 0.496
ALUMINUM 0.266
SODIUM 0.0177
TIN < 0.001
NICKEL 0.00167
TITANIUM 0.0135
STRONTIUM 0.00141
SILICA 2.07
MOISTURE 7.61

TOTAL 53.12

The remaining weight is thought to be oxygen and a small amount
of residual material which could not be dissolved. No further
production of this waterial occurs because the material to be

declassified is a mixture of emission control dust metal oxides

(mostly iron oxide) and iron ore.

BASIS FOR LISTING AS A HAZARDOUS WASTE
SEE APPENDIX E.

-13-
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(h)

SAMPLING METHOD
Description

The sampling method was developed in an effort to obtain statis-
tically valid samples which accurately describe the entire con-
tents of the ore storage area. This objective proved difficult
due to the variation in sample density and moisture content. The
ore storage area traps rain water within the asphaltic 1liner
which mixes with the iron ore and EAF dust to maintain a 6 to 302
moisture content. The variation in moisture content made some
areas so soft that safety equipment was required to prevent
sinking. Other areas of the storage area were so hard that core
samples required predrilling to loosen compacted layers. Photo-

graphs of the sampling procedures may be found in Appendix C.

After attempting three different core sampling methods an Oak-
field core sampler was chosen.(Photo P-1) The Oakfield sampler
consisted of a hollow sample probe, open on the side, with hard-
ened cutting tip.(Photo P-2) Thirty (30) inch extensions and a
tee handle could be-attached to the hollowv sample probe allowing
the probe to be pushed into the ore.

Since a continuous core sample was needed to depths as deep as
thirteen (13) feet, a sample casing was needed. The casing con-
sisted of three sections of one inch conduit which could be
threaded together.(Photo p—3) The sample casing insured that
all core saaples obtained from the Oakfield sampler came from
precisely the same column of soil extending from the surface to

the asphaltic liner. - Cmwm e e

-16-
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A sampling grid was set up to accurately locate sample points. The
grid consisted of a ten (10) by eleven (11) matrix of 110 sample
points accurately positioned with a standard surveyors transit.-
(Photo P-4,5) Twenty-five (25) sample points were picked from the
sampling grid by a computer based statistically random selection
program run on an IBM PC XT computer.(Table T-1 Appendix D) The
computer selected points were plotted on the sample grid and full

depth core samples were taken from these points.

Procedure

A sampling station was set up at each sample point to minimize sam—
ple contaminatfon.(Photo P-6) A clean paper work surface was used
to set out all samples and sampling equipment. All equipment was
cleaned between sample stations to prevent cross-contamination.
After equipment set-up the sample casing was advanced into the sam-
ple media using a slide hammer.(Photo P-7,-8) Care was taken not to
advance the casing more than one foot before sampling to prevent
compacting within the casing. The Oakfield core sampling probe was
then pushed down the casing, retrieving the core section.(Photo P-9)
The core section uas.placed foto a clean omne quart jar and the
process was repeated by advancing the casing and resampling until
contact wich the asphaltic bottom occurred.(Photos P-10-11-12) When
a full depth core sample was obtained the sample jar was sealed with
a gasketed screw top 1id, labeled and placed into a box for shipment
to the lab.(Photo P-13). Finally all sample data was recored inclu-
ding sample number, lécation, and depth of the core.(Photo P-14)



0AR 340-100-022 Continued

(1)

Sampling handling and preparation

All samples were collected in clean, clear glass, 1 quart bottles
with screw top 114 containing a vinyl seal. Both the 1id and
bottle were labeled with a sample {dentification number and
recorded on the field data sheet. All filled sample bottles were

placed back into the original shipping carton for transport to
the laboratory. All samples were taken directly to the labora-

tory and logged in by the quality control methods specified in
the QA/QC manual found in Appendix F.

(1) Scope of Work: LABORATORY INSTRUCTIONS
A series of 25 core samples were obtained from an iron ore
plle. Due to the height of the pile the samples take from
one ro three containers each ana are labeled A,B,C respect-
ively. You will find a total of 42 containers which make up
the 25 core samples.

Analysis

25 EP toxicity

one EP tox on each core sample

1 EP toxicity

one EP tox on the composite sample
- the composite sample to be weighed
up by Coffey Labs to provide mass
balanced composite. (See Exanmple
provided)

1 EP toxictey

EAF dust composite (6% Pb)

BT

28 Quantitative - Full Quantitative analysis on all

core samples and composite samples.

-16~-



QAR 340-100-022 (1) Continved

2 Primafy Drinking - ‘Analyze both water samples for
Water Analysis Primary Drinking Water Standards.
Emphasis will be on metals.
1 pR & Buffering - EAF dust composite report the pH of
Capacity EAF dust in distilled water and the

amount of acid used in the EP tox

test.

MASS BALANCE FORMULA for the preparation of the composite sample:

SAMPLE GROSS WT. - TARE Wr. . COMPONENT WT. OF SAMPLE
TOTAL SAMPLE WT. IN COMPOSITE

Reports - Prépare reports separately on the following categories

of analysis:

l. EP toxicity analysis of the 25 core samples and the
composite sample.

i 2. EAF dust report including EP tox, Quantitative analysis,
| pH (H70) and buffering capacity.

3. Quantitative analysis report of all 25 core samples and

the composite sample.

4. Primary drinking water analysis report of both water

samples.

-17-
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FIELD SAMPLE DATA

Sample Location Depth

1

2

10
11
12
13
14

15

® Unable to sample full depth - expected depth 5.5'

3

8A
88
11
18
19
29
30
36
38
47
49
50
31

61

7.0°
12.25°
13.25°
13.0°
8.0"
9.0
4 s
10.0°
6.5"
7.0°
6.0
9.25°
10.25°
8.25"

7.5

Sample

Location Depth

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

-18-

62

66

74

76

83A

83B

87

98

.99

101

5.5'

3.0 »

4,25°

5.25"

3.5

3.5

5.5"

6.0

4.5°
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Continued

(J) DESCRIPTION OF TESTS PERFORMED

The extraction technique follows the EP toxicity test procedures

specified in:

Federal Register/Vol. 45, No. 98/
Monday,May 19, 1980/Rules and
Regulations; Appendix 1I, page
33127.

The digestion method for total metal analysis follows the ASTM

microwave digestion procedure.

(db)

(k)  INSTRUMENTATION

(a) EP toxicity extractions were analyzed on the following

instruments:

(1.)

(2.)

Perkin-Elmer Model 5000 Atomic Absorption Spectro-
photometer with autosampler, graphite furnace, and

hydride attachments.

Varian AA-575 Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer
with vapor generation attachments was wused for

Mercury analysis only.

Total metal digestions were analyzed on;

Perkin-Elmer Model 6000 Inductively Coupled Plasma (ICP)

with asuto sampler, peristaltic pump, and purge attach-

Del_'ltl .

-19-
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(1) CERTIFICATION

"1 certify under penalty of law that 1 have person-
ally examined and am familiar with the information
submitted in this demonstration and all attached
documents, and that, based on my 1inquiry of those
individuals {immediately responsible for obtaining
the information, 1 belfeve that the submitted
information is true, accurate, and complete. I an
aware that there are significant penalties for
submitting false information, including the possi-
bility of fine and imprisomment.

SIGNED THIS DAY OF 1985

Thomas C. McCue
Envirormental Engineering Manager
Gilmore Steel Corporation
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OREGON STEEL MILLS

OWISION OF GILMORE STEZL TIOR2P0=aTION
5. .0.80X 2760 » POATLAND, CREGON 87208
TELEP~ONE (303) 286-96831 ..
TWX: 910 484 %29

December 20, 1985

Fred Hansen, Director
Oregon Department of Environmental

Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

RE: Gilmore Steel Corporation (0OSM) - Petition for
Variance from Classification as a Solid Waste

Dear Mr. Hansen:

Gilmore Steel Corporation hereby petitions the Director of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (and the Oregon Envirommental
Quality Commission) to grant a variance until December 31, 1986 from
classifying certain {ron ore material as a solid waste by virtue of
being accumulated speculatively without sufficient amounts being
recycled or transferred for offsite recycling. Although Gilmore Steel
will ship the material as soon as feasible, we cannot now know when the
transportation problem will be solved.

Background. The material in question i3 certain iron ore material
(iron ore, ore fines, and emission control dust) in the DRD ore storage
facility at our Rivergate Plant. As you know, material has been held at
our plant for recycling, either at our plant or to be sold and shipped
offsite for use as an ingredient in making a product, and both DEQ and
EPA Region 10 have concurred that if so sold and transferred, without
being reclaimed or speculatively accumulated, the material is not a
solid vaste (and hence not a hazardous waste). (See letter of Kenneth
D. Feigner, EPA Region 10, to Thomas C. McCue, Gilmore Steel dated July
29, 1985 with copies to DEQ.)

Gilmore Steel Corporation sold the material to a cement manufactur-
ing company in Canada for use as an ingredient in making ferro cement
and arranged transportation by barge. It will all be used in the
cement, nothing will be reclaimed. Four barges, each of about 12,000
tons capacity were contemplated to load and depart in the month of
December 1985. The first barge, carrying about 12,034 tons departed
December 14, 1985 but experienced difficulty at sea. We are told by the
barge company that the load shifted and caused the barge to list danger-
ously. Fortunately, however, the barge did arrive safely at Vancouver,
B.C. The second barge is at the loading pier, but the barge company has
placed a hold on further loading of shipments until it investigates the
problem and determines the suitability of fts barges for the loads.
Gllmore Steel is working with the barge company on the problem and has
contacted other barge companies for bids and time schedules. Because of
these unforeseen, temporary, and uncontrollable circumstances, Gilmore
Steel may not be able to complete the transfer offsite of 751 or wore of

the material for shipment to the purchaser by December 31, 1985.

’



Mr. Fred Hansen, Director
December 23, 1985
Page 3.

(4) BHandling to minimize loss. The material is handled carefully
to minimize loss. It is all valuable material. The method of transfer
is by truck to a bulk loading facility in the Rivergate Industrial area
for loading into the barges for carriage to the purchaser's plant site
in Canada.

(5) Other relevant factors. As you know, Gilmore Steel Corpora-
tion believes none of the material is hazardous waste by virtue of other
criteria, and, at most, the emission control dust could be hazardous
waste. (The emission control dust is still {iron oxide, but with trac: -
of lead, cadmium and chrome. These traces are absent form the other
material.) Out of an abundance of caution, however, Gilmore Steel Corp-
oration makes this request for a variance.

Your attention to this matfrer and the help of your staff is greatly
appreciated. 1In the interest of time, if further information is needed,
please call Tom McCue, Environmental Manager, at 286-9651.

Sincerely,

Thomas B. Boklund
President

TBB:dr
cc: Kenneth Feigner

Chief, Hazardous Waste Branch
U.S. EPA, Region 10
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CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REGUESTED

opas— 8. Boklund, President

m orporation 42 v &1

Ted

Portland, Gregon 57203
Dear Kr. Bok'lund_:

... This is in response to Gfimore Steel Corporation’'s (Gilmore) letters
of jugust 29 and Septesber 30, 1985. For your convenfence, ! Pave °
structured this letter to correspond to the format used {a your letters.
These responses are a1l based on the assumption that Gilmore will hendle
the patarial 1n the CRD pond 1n such & menner that 1t does not meet the
dafinition of a solid waste under $261.2(e)(1), as Jong as 61lmore did not
accumulate speculatively and could document fts clafm that the materfals
are not solid wastes or are conditionally exempt from regulations set out
in §261.2(f). _ -

A. The Envircrmental Protection Ageacy's (EP2) lettsrs dated
february 28, 1985, and July 30, 1985: V¥e agree that the information
on past practices under 3004(u) of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) 1984 szendments fs not required. Basad om EPA's
review of Gilwore's regponses to these letters on April 2 and
Septacder 30, 1985, we have found no evidence that there has been
any release of a hazardous waste or hazardous constituent to the
environment from the facility.

v~

B. EPA's letter of July 18, 198S: Ve agree that the Exposure
Information Rsport under the RCRA amendments 13 not required.

C. EPA's letter of July 29, 1985:

Y. DRD Ore Storage facility: Ne agree that Gtlmore does not
require {nterim status, nor a RCRA perwit, nor a closure plan,
with respect to the DRD Ore Storage facility. Gilmore should
2130 bDe aware {f the KO61 dust that is stored in the pond were
to escape from the unit (1.e., toxic contaminants were to
leech froa the waste and contaminate ground=ater), this wouyld
constitute oisposal and meet the definition of abamdoned, and ™~ ~
thus would be defined as a solid waste. Since the material

would also be a hazardous waste, the material legking from the

unit would be subject to the harardous wastes rules,
- o = TR -Of - - RO -DOAG

into--fio;
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Capr- Ry :

~ :“” :'{‘-','*
P " oéiar'of Ffugust 7, 1985: wWe agree that Cilmore’s

f!lﬂf*itl;}!ﬁhﬂt a lan! disposal facHity.

The above information 1s being requested pursuant to Section 3007 of
RCRA, Your response snould be airected to Catherine Massimino at the
letterhead acdress within 45 days of your receipt of this letter. Failure
to respond to 3 Section ICC7 reguest could subject €ilmore to enforcement
action including monetary penalties.

Please direct any further cuestions on this metter to Catherine
Massimino of my staff at (206) 442-47153,

Sincerely,

M Custas € FndW

Charles E. Findley, Director
Yazaranus Yaste Division

cc: HMichael Gearheard, EPA
ifchael Dewns, [EG

bcc: A. Whitson, EPA

C. Massimino, EPA
~Janet Gilespie, DEC
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December 9, 1985

TO: File
FROM: Dick Bird

SUBJ: Telepbone Call To Brian Acton

I talked to Brian Acton of Pacific Basin Coal & Carbon in Canada
this afternoon and he passed on to me that LaFarge wants the 4th barge
of iron ore material.

This then will empty the DRD storage pond of all iron ore and
will raise the total quantity to ship to approximately 47,000 tons.

LaFarge will {ssue a purchase order change to cover the addi-
tional material on the 4th barge when our transportation problems are
solved.

) The necessity for the 4th barge was caused by the high moisture
content in the iron ore.
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i $1€.09 US per short ton (dry basis) price! {
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" [ centage Fe content is to 65.0%. | |
e : ec. Average Fe content is 64.0% (dry basils) !
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< Comerit CoanTiTe DESCRIPTION T omr eect 1
’ ' lWeight Determination: The weight of material | ]
2 5 ; purchased will be determined in the loaded ba&ges |
3 ' at Portland Oregon by a licensed marine survé&or and J
. will constitute the Lasis of OSM invoices to KC.C.L. ;
s + I1f disputed, the parties will discuss and reach a i
. ) ' mutually acceptable conclusion. | z
’ :' ; : |
. ; iPavment Terms: | i
’ ' i 3) Up Front Payment: C.C.L. agrees to pay $30,000 US
" | [ on completion of unloading first barge. | |
j ] b) Deferred Payments: The balance of the {ﬂfst shipr
" | 1 ment as well as all subseqguent barge sh;g?ents |
s ] ' will be paid for by C.C.L. to OSM based gn C.C.L.[s
- o ~ -7 -actoal monthly-usage of the iron ore material: The ~
. ] price of the material will be calculated upon
} arrival of the three barges and after adjustments
i for iron content and noisturg.
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C.C.L. anticipates but Soes not guarantee na;ng ,

4,000 short tons per year of the OSM iron ore materLal

or an averace of 333 tone per month.
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Effect of Permanent Closure of Richmond Plant:

|

The parties have no expectation at this timel of -

0

permanent c'osure of the Richmond plant, but

recognize that use of the materials by C.C.ﬂ. in

making cement will stretch out over a numbe;lof

"9

years. In the event that C.C.L.'s Richmond jplant

cleadt

‘or other arrangements for the material.

is permanently shut down before all the material

has been used, C.C.L. will have no further obligation
for any additional payments for the material remaining
unused and title to this remaining unused material shall
revert to OSM. OSM will have a reasonable time, which
shall be not less than two years, to resell the material
and transfer if off C.C.L.'s plant site or make other

arrancements. OSM will not be reguired to pay to C.C.L.

any rent, storage charge, insurance, or any other fees,

costs, or rebates of any kind in connection with the
reversion of title of the material and its presence oOn
C.C.L's sites during the rezsonable period and OS¥ will
Lave the right itself or through its agents to enter
C.C.L.'s property as appropriate to carry out the sales
If title to
any of the material shall revert to CSM as a result of
the permanent closure of C.C.L.°'s Richmond plant,
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Environmental Quality Commissicn
Mailing Address: BOX 1760. PORTLAND. OR 97207

DEC-«6

e AT 522 SOUTHWEST 5tn AVENUE. PORTLAND. OR 97204 PHCME !503; 229-2¢33
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
Prom: Director
Subject: Agenda Item K , January 31, 1986, EQC Meeting

Request for Variance from Gilmore (Oregon) Steel from
Classification as Solid Waste Certain Iron Ore Material

Background

Gilmore Steel operates a steel rolling mill in the Rivergate district of
north Portland. The facility i{s also known as Oregon Steel.

The company combines scrap iron and various alloys to produce steel. The
mill was buillt in 1970. The company had used an impoundment to store iron
oxide ore. The iron ore pond is about 310 feet by 3950 feet and 19 feet
deep, and is located south of the main mill, adjacent to the Willamette
River. To control air pollution, the company uses a baghouse.

In May of 1980, the company started using recycled scrap iron to replace
iron ore in its steel making process. This caused some contaminants from
scrap iron (lead, cadmium and chromium) to be generated in the steel making
process. The contaminants wvere collected in the baghouse. The baghouse
dust was deposited in the iron ore storage pond from May of 1980 until
March, 1981.

Under current state and federal Resource Conservation & Recovery Act (RCRA)
hazardous waste regulations, baghouse dust froa the primary production of
steel in electric furnaces is a listed waste (#K061, Emission Control
Dust/Sludge).

Disagreements between EPA, DEQ and Gilmore Steel over the proper regulatory
handling of the material in the iron ore pond delayed disposition of the
material for several years.

A regulatory light-through-the-tunnel appeared with EPA's revision of the
hazardous waste rules to exclude legitimate recycling or reuse from

hazardous waste regulations. EPA proaulgated these rules January 4, 1985:
they were adopted by reference by the Environmental Quality Commission on
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The first barge departed Portland December 14, 1985 carrying 12,034 tons of
iron ore. The load started to shift while at sea, causing the barge to
list. The barge was safely secured and off-loaded in Vancouver, British
Columbia. However, the barge company placed a hold on further loading of
shipments until {t investigates the problem and a determination is made
about the suitability of its barges for further shipments. Additional
barge companies were unavailable for the remaining 3 loads. Thus, Gilmore
was unable to meet the December 31, 1985 deadline for recycling at

least 75% of the material, and it technically is a hazardous waste. If

it were to remain in place, {t would be subject to full hazardous waste
regulations and require a treatment, storage or disposal permit.

On December 24, 1985, Gilmore Steel filed a petition for variance from
classification as solid waste for its iron ore.

Analysis

The Environmental Quality Commission must base its decision on the
following standards and criteria (40 CPR 260.31):

(1) The manner in which the material is expected to be recycled, when
the material is expected to be recycled, and whether this expected
disposition is likely to occur (for example, because of past
practice, market factors, the nature of the material, or
contractual arrangements for recycling):

Gilmore has sold the material to Canada Cement Lafarge, Ltd., a
Canadian ferro-cement manufacturer (see Attachment 3). The first

locad of material has been accepted by Canada Cement Lafarge, Ltd.

for reuse. Gilmore has indicated that it intends to transport the
iron ore to Canada Cement Lafarge, Ltd. as soon as possible.
Resolution of the shipping difficulties with the barge company or
retaining a different barging company have brought about delays.

The staff believes that the material will be recycled as ferro-cement.

(2) The reason that the applicant has accumulated the material for
one or more years without recycling 75 percent of the volume
accumulated at the beginning of the year.

EPA indicated its agreement that the material was covered by the
recycling reuse rules in a November 20, 1985 letter. The company
would have recycled at least 758 of the material by the end of the
calendar year as required had unforeseen shipping difficulties not
arisen.

(3) The quantity of material already accumulated and the quantity
expected to be generated and accumulated before the material is

recycled.

The company estimates that 47,000 tons (wet weight) was originally
stored in the pond. The first shipment included 12,034 tons. The
second shipment of about 12,000 tons has been transfered from the pond
to the lcading pier. This leaves 23,000 tons in the pond and 12,000
tons at an adjacent loading pier.
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111. Deny the Variance

If the Commission denies the variance, effective January 1, 1986,
the material is subject to full regulation as a surface impoundment.
The company would be required to resume its activities for securing

‘a Part B permit for Treatment, Storage, or Disposal Pacilities.

Additional requirements would include: Financial assurance, closure
and post closure care, and continuation of the groundwater monitoring

program.

Authority to Act

The EQC has the authority to act onder its recycling/reuse rules
adopted July 19, 1985. Legal authority for action is included in
Oregon Revised Statutes 459.440 "Rules & Orders”. Telephone
conversations with EPA--Region X have indicated that EPA believes
the ability to act on the petition is with the EQC and generally
agrees with the Department's approach. After consultation with a
majority of the Commission by phone, a public notice was printed in
the January 1, 1986 Oreqonian {See Attachment d{).

Summar

l. Gilmore Steel Mill (also known as Oregon Steel Mill) operates
a steel rolling mill i{n the Rivergate district of Portland.

2. An iron oxide ore storage pond adjacent to the mill once received
baghouse dust.

3. The remaining iron oxide ore can be legitimately recycled or
reused, removing it from the definition of a solid waste under
the provision of 40 CFR 261l.

4. Gilmore has a contract to sell the material to a Canadian
ferro-cement company.

S. Shipping difficulties caused Gilmore to not recycle or
reuse 75% of the material in 1985. The material therefore
becomes fully requlated as a hazardous waste.

6. Variances can be granted by the Environmental Quality Commission
for material vhich has over-accumulated.

7. The Department has reviewed the variance petition submitted by
Gilmore and believes that the material will be legitimately
recycled or reused, and that no environmental damage will occur
from the additional time the material is stored at Gilmore.



REGON S1ZEL MILLS

PO Bex 2760
Portiand. Oregon 97208
Phone (503} 286-9651

May 7, 198S

Kenneth D. Feigner, Chief

Waste Management Branch (M/S 533
U.S. ENVIRODNMENTAL FPROTECTION AGENCY
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Re: Gilmore Steel Corporation
Groundwater Data Submittal

Dear Mr. Feigner:

Enclosed you will find the fourth submittal of Groundwater
Analysis as specified in the Partial Consent Agreement and Final
Order filed with EFA February 11, 1985. The data represents the
fourth consecutive quarter analysis for Well #9. Also enclosed
are the Groundwater Elevation Data for all fifteen (13) well
points. If you have any questions regarding the data, you may
contact me at (503)286-9631.

Please note the contamination in the transfer blank, upon
review of the sampling procedures it was found that the sampler
had a tear in one (1) of the rubber gloves. However, no
contamination was found in the ground water sample.

Sincerely,

e (ML

Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Manager

TCM/ jp

Enclosure

cct R.C. Bird
M.B. Durning
J.A, Gillaspie
File



OREGON STEEL MILLS
Div. of Gilmore Steel Corporation
Hydrologic Measurements

Measuring Depth Ground Water
well # Foint Elevation To_Water Elevation_ _
GS-1 34.82 11.%0 22.92
GS5-2 32.89 10.19 22.70
GS- 3 34.87 11.57 22.30
GS-4 35.18 12.484 22.72
GS-5 34,24 23.06 11.18
GS-6 34.5 7.99 26.5
GS-7  40.29 17.93 22.3
GS-8 40.09 17.38 22.71
GS-9 40.00 17.39 22.61
GS-10 40.18 17.47 22.69
GS-11 34,02 11.39 . 2.63
GH-1 35.23 11.86 22.37
GH-2 34.80 11.85 <22.95
GH-3 31.90 1 DRY —-—

Gii- 4 35.23 12.51 22,72




940 South Harmey Si. Seattle Washinguan 98108 {206}767- 506C

Certificate

CLIENT:

Oregon Steel Mills
P.0. Box 2760
Portland, OR 97208
ATIN: Tom McCue

REPORT ON:  WATER
SAMPLE :
IDENTIFICATION:

TESTS PERFORMED
AND RESULTS:

1) 0SM GS-9 JP/PC 1/28/86 1200
2) OSMTB JP/PC 1/29/86 0800

LABORATORY NO. 95019

DATE: Feb. 19, 1986

P.O.

#51545

Submitted 1/30/86 and identified as shown below:

Note: Where samples were submitted and analyzed in quadruplicate, these

replicates are indicated by the designations a, b, ¢

pH, zlass electrode @ 25 C

Specific Conductivity,
micromhos/cm € 25 C

Total Organic Carbon, B
parts per million (mg/L)

Total Organic Halogens as C1,
parts per million (mg/L)

and d.
1a 1b 1c _1d
7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5
250. 2:'50 . 230. 230.
24, 35. 24. 25.
L/0.02  L/0.02 L/0.02° L/0.02

The recon s sbmned ke Tw sxchaes Use OF T DPFICH. DAVtNErI D, OF COPOr BNON 10 whom & 8 addressed Subeequent Lse Of The neme of Ty compeny O BNy
) Memoer of t3 SIAT N CONNECDON BEh e SVErTIng Or saie Of BrYy PrOCUCT O PrOCoss will B Fwed ondy ON CONTAct. Ths COMDANY ACCEOT NO NeapOnIbely 1CePt
108 e Sue POriOTMIaNnce of FEOICTON FXITF SNElYSS M GO0 Iasth SNd SCCORING 10 1he ruies of The wade and of s0ence.



940 South Hamey S Seartle Washingion 98108  (206)767-5060

Certificate

PAGE NO. 2

Oregon Steel Mills

LABORATORY NO. 95019

2a 2b 2c 2d
pH, glass electrode @ 25 C 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.1
Specific Conductivity,
micramhos/cm @ 25 C L/5. L/5. L/5. L/5.
Total Organic Carbon,
parts per million (mg/L) 9.8 23. 5.6 . 110.
Total Organic Halogens as Cl1,
parts per million (mg/L) L/0.02 1/0.02 L/0.02 L/0.02
Method Method Method Method
Blank a Blank b Blank ¢ Blank d
Total Organic Carbon,
parts per million (mg/L) L/0.1 .- L/0.1 ---
Total Organic Halogens as Cl,-
parts per million (mg/L) L/0.02 L/0.02 L/0.02 1/0.02
1 2
Turbidity, Nephelcmeter units 2.0 0.5
Color, units 60.0 L/5.

mwambnm:..unm.mm.wwnmn-m.Wﬁidhmuhimvw
Member of 13 MR N CONNECHION WHh P18 ROV OF IS of My PrOGUC! & DFOCHes Wil Do [ aed bndy on corract. The ey

/107 The Oue PertormEnCe Of NECECTON ENG/Or MNBSE # GDOC tath AND SCCORNg 10 the Nuss of 19 TECe NG Of SOBNCS.

L] y saceph



Testing Laboratories, Inc.

940 South Hamey St_ Seanle. Washington $8108 (206)767- 5060

e

=
Certificate

Chemistry Microbiclogy and Technical Services

Oregon Steel Mills

Total Phenol
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen
Alkalinity as CaCO3
Arsenic
Barium
Cadmium
Chromium
Iron
Llead
Manganese
Mercury
Selenium
Silver
\ Fluoride
| Nitrate as N
| Chloride
Total Hardness as CaCO3
Sulfate as SO4
Sodium

PAGE NO. 3

LABORATORY NO. 95019

parts per million (mg/L)

Method
1 2 Blank
0.070 L/0.005 L/0.005
1.1 L/0.5 L/0.5
86. L/1. L/1.
0.048 L/0.005 L/0.005
L/0.02 L/0.02 L/0.02
L/0.002 L/0.002 L/0.002
~ L/0.005 L/0.005 L/0.005
1.8 0.02 0.03
L/0.01 L/0.01 1/0.01
0.42 L/0.002 L/0.002
L/0.001 L/0.001 L/0.001
L/0.005 L/0.005 L/0.005
L/0.002 L/0.002 L/0.002
6.5 L/0.1 L/0.1
L/0.05 L/0.05 L/0.05
8. L/1. L/1.
37. v 5. L/1.
7. L/1. L/1.
36. L/1. L/1.

parts per billion (ug/L)

1 2
L/0.05 L/0.05
L/0.05 L/0.05
L/0.1 L/0.1

- Lf5:0- - L/5.0 -
L/0.8 L/0.8
L/0.4 L/0.4

This MEON B RORNDNd ki e sachshg Ue Of The POrEon. PNErship, &f COYPOFERION 10 WhOmMm N 8 BOCressed. smmdnmummaw
membet of 28 stafl 9 CONVIBCTON With P SChortng O anle Of vy prodhutt O PrOCese wil Do Farmed only O COF E DAY SCONRS NO TERpONIdAty IXCopR
unmmdwmmnwmnmnmwummwum
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estlng , Inc. Certificate

940 South Hamey St Seartle Washington 98108 (206)767- 5060

PAGE NO. 4
Oregon Steel Mills LABORATORY NO. 95019
Key

L/ indicates ''less than"

Respectfulfy submitted,
- Laucks Testing Laboratories, Inc.

! Qi)
J.M. Owens
JMD:br

Thg report B subreted Kr the sxchusne uee of The DOrSON, PErtNErIiup, OF COMPOTELION 10 Whom £ 8 s0reesed. Mmdhmdhm.n
MepmOer of 13 s1aff N CONNECTION with e 0VErneng o7 Sk of By SracuCt O Process will be FFanted only on conwact. This Oary y oxCHON
Xz 0w Ous pertormance of NApECTOn and/or aNYSS I g ath aNd ACCOYGNg 10 the Nies Of The YOS and Of BOBNCS.
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' Laboratories s, Inc. Certificate

940 South Hamey Si_ Seattle. Washington 98108  (906)767- 5060

PAGE NO. 5
Oregon Steel Mills LABORATORY NO. 95019

APPENDIX

Surrogate Recovery Quality Control Report

| Listed below are surrogate (chemically similar) compounds utilized in the

| analysis of volatile and organic campounds. The surrogates are added to
every sample prior extraction and analysw to monitor for matrix effects,
parging efficiency, and sample processing errors. The control limits
represent the 95% confidence interval established in our laboratory through
repetitive analysis of these sample types.

parts per billion (ug/L)

Spike Spike 1 Control

Sample No. Surrogate Compound Level Found Recovery Limit
Pesticides

Method Blank  Isodrin 0.500 0.251 50.2 43-118

1 Isodrin - 0.510 0.218 42.7 43-118

2 Isodrin 0.515 0.252 48.9 43-118
Herbicides

Method Blank  2,4,5-T 0.667 0.381 57.1 28-128

1 2,4,5-T 0.667 0.479 71.8 28-128

2 2,4,5-T 0.667 0.399 59.8 28-128

Tha repon 8 mbmstted iy T sschusie e of The DIEON, PAITNEIMP,. OF COYPOrSHON 10 Whom & § SO0TSesed. Mmdnmd'famaw

momber Of @ SN < CONNOCTION with The adverteeng ¢ e of any Producl & Procecs will be Farmed only on convact. The Darvy "o rempor y axcgR
hnnmuwmmawwwm»umunvmmdw




U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10

€0 Sr,
S 1200 SIXTH AVENUE P
> A2 i) SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101 Lo
: &g & . Q?‘
% Mg NOV 20 1385
A

REPLYTO M/S 533

ATTN OF.

CERTIFIED MAIL -~ RETURN RECEIPT REGUESTED

Thomas B. Boklund, President
Gilmore Steel Corporation
P.0. Box 2760

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Boklund:

This is in response to Gilmore Steel Corporation’'s (Gilmore) letters
of August 29 and September 30, 1985. For your convenience, I have
structured this letter to correspond to the format used in your letters.
These responses are all based on the assumption that Gilmore will handle
the material in the DRD pond in such a manner that it does not meet the
definition of a solid waste under §261.2(e)(i), as long as Gilmore did not
accumulate speculatively and could document its claim that the materials
are not solid wastes or are conditionally exempt from regulations set out
in §261.2(f).

A. The Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) letters dated
February 28, 1985, and July 30, 1985: We agree that the information
on past practices under 3004(u) of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) 1984 amendments is not required. Based on EPA's
review of Gilmore's responses to these letters on April 2 and
September 30, 1985, we have found no evidence that there has been
any release of a hazardous waste or hazardous constituent to the
-environment from the facility.

B. EPA's letter of July 18, 1985: We agree that the Exposure
Information Report under the RCRA amendments is not required.

C. EPA's letter of July 29, 1985:

1. DRD Ore Storage facility: We agree that Gilmore does not
require interim status, nor a RCRA permit, nor a closure plan,
with respect to the DRD Ore Storage facility. Gilmore should
also be aware if the K061 dust that is stored in the pond were
to escape from the unit (i.e., toxic contaminants were to
leach from the waste and contaminate groundwater), this would
constitute disposal and meet the definftion of abandoned, and
thus would be defined as a solid waste. Since the material
would also be a hazardous waste, the material leaking from the
unit would be subject to the hazardous wastes rules.
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2. Cooling Pond: We agree that the cooling pond does not
require a RCRA permit as a hazardous waste management unit due
to the placement of the ponded water from the DRD pond into it.

3. Baghouse Dust Loading Facility: Based on the
documentation provided on production and offsite shipment of
the electric arc furnace (EAF) emission control dust, it does
not appear that the EAF dust was accumulated in the railcars
over ninety days prior to shipment and consequently would not
require a RCRA permit.

4. Waste Solvent Container Area: Based on the analytical
data and certifications provided and subject to EPA's
evaluation of the information identified in items i-v below,
it appears that the waste solvent storage area was adequately
closed and would not require a RCRA permit. Gilmore is
requested to submit the information identified in items i-v
below, to enable EPA to perform this evaluation.

i. Drawing depicting the grid which was set up, the
location of the sample points and the location of the
soi] which was removed.

" i1. Methodology utilized to choose the number,
quantity, and location of samples to assure that they
were representative.

iii. Procedures utilized to obtain samples and quality
assurance/quality control procedures followed for
sampl ing.

fv. Was there evidence of spills dnd were these areas
sampled?

v. Hilestones at which the Independent Professional
Engineer inspected the facility to support his
certification.

Your request that the RCRA Part B application deadliine be extended
to the end of the public comment period for the closure plan of the Waste
Solvent Container area, 1s granted.

You should be aware that any solidification of hazardous waste would
be considered treatment and require a RCRA permit. Under $260.10,
treatment is defined as “any method, techni?ue, or process, 1nc]gdin?
neutralization, designed to change the physical, chemical, or biological
character or composition of any hazardous waste so as to neutralize such
waste, or so to recover energy or material resources from the waste, or so
as to render such waste non-hazardous, or less hazardous; safer to
transport, store, or dispose of; amenable for storage, or reduced in
volume. " _
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D. EPA's letter of August 7, 1985: We agree that Gilmore's
facility is not a land disposal facility.

The above information is being requested pursuant to Section 3007 of
RCRA. Your response should be directed to Catherine Massimino at the

letterhead address within 45 days of your receipt of this letter. Failure

to respond to a Section 3007 request could subject Gilmore to enforcement
action including monetary penalties.

Please direct any further questions on this matter to Catherine
Massimino of my staff at (206) 442-4153.

Sincerely,

e

Charles E. Findley, Director
Hazardous Waste Division

cc: Michael Gearheard, EPA
Michael Downs, DEQ
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CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Manager
Gilmore Steel Corporation
P.0. Box 2760

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. McCue:

This letter is in follow-up to the meeting held on June 4, 1985, at
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Re?lon 10's Seattle, Washington
office. Representatives of EPA, Gilmore Steel Corporation (G1lnore) and
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) were in attendance at the
meeting. The major issue of discussion at the meeting was the impact of
the redefinition of solid waste promulgated by EPA on January 4, 1985, on
the past and present hazardous waste activities at Gilmore's Portland,
Oregon facility. At the close of the meeting, EPA Region 10 committed to
consult with EPA Headquarters and prepare a response to the following
questions which were rajsed:

1. If Gilmore removed the contents (iron ore and K061 baghouse dust) from
its Direct Reduction Division (DRD) pond and sent it to another firm that
would use it to make steel, would the contents of the CRD pond not be
considered a solid waste based on §261.2(e), "...Materials that are not
solid waste when recycled. (1) Materials are not solid wastes when they
can be shown to be recycled by being: (i) Used or reused as ingredients
in an industrial process to make a product, provided the materials are
being reclaimed...”

2. If Gilmore removed the contents from its DRD pond and fed it back into
their own furnace for making steel would the contents of the DRD pond not
be considered a solid waste based on §261.2(e){(1)(4) or §261.2(e)(V)(1ii),

.Returned to the original process from which they are generated,
without first being reclaimed. The material must be returned as a
substitute for raw material feedstock, and the process must use raw
materials as principal feedstocks."”

3. If Gilmore fed the K061 baghouse dust it is currently generating back
into its furnace to make steel, would it qualify as not a solid waste
based on §261.2(e)(1)(i) or $§261.2(e)(1)(iii).

4. If Gilmore sent the K061 baghouse dust it is currently generating
offsite to a firm that would use it to make steel would it qualify as not
a solid waste based on §261.2{e)(1)(i).
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5. 1If GiIlmore briquetted the baghouse dust it is currently producing or
the contents of the DRD pond, would it effect the materials qualification
potential as not a solid waste based on §261.2(e)(V)(i) or
§261.2(e)(1){iii).

6. At what point would a material be able to qualify as not a solid waste
under §261.2(e)(1), from the point of generation or at the point of
recycling.

7. Could Oregon under its current status of Phase ! authorization of the
RCRA hazardous waste regulatory program promulgate the redefinition of
solid waste and have it be effective or would it require an EPA approval
as a modification to their Phase I authorization, or would it require
Oregon to have received Final authorization.

The responses to these questions can be found below numbered as per above
questions:

1. Yes, the contents of DRD pond would qualify as not a solid waste under
those circumstances based on §261.2(e)}{1)(i), as long as the contents of
the pond is not "accumulated speculatively.® As specified under
§261.1(c)(8): ]

...material is not 'accumulated speculatively' if the person
accumulating it can show that the material is potentially
recyclable and has a feasible means of being recycled; and
that--during the calendar year (commencing on January 1)--the.
amount of material that js recycled or transfered to a
different site for recycling, equals at least 75 percent by
weight or volume of the amount of that material accumulated at
the beginning of the period.

The first time period which would be looked at for this calculation would
be from January 1, 1985, to January 1, 1986.

2. & 3. The contents of the DRD pond and the K061 baghouse dust would
only qualify as not a solid waste under those circumstances based on
§261.(e)(1)(1) and only as long as the material is not “accumulated
“speculatively.” §261.2(e)(1)(i1) is not applicable because the prinicipal
feedstocks used by Gilmore for producing steel are not virgin raw
materials.

4. Yes the K061 baghouse dust would qualify as not a solid waste under
those circumstances based on §261.2{e)(1)(i) as long as the material is
not "accumulated speculatively.”

5. Briquetting the K061 baghouse dust or the contents of the DRD pond
would not effect that materials qualification potential as not a solid
waste based on §261.2(e)(1)(f) or §261.2(e)(1)(111) because it is not a
form of reclamation.
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6. Materials would be able to qualify as not a solid waste under
§261.2(e)(1) from the point of generation on.

7. If Oregon adopts the redefinition of solid waste as part of their
Phase 1 authorized RCRA hazardous waste regulatory program, no pre-EPA
approval would be necessary for it to be effective in Oregon. It should
also be clearly understood that unless Oregon adopts the redefinition of
solid waste it will not go into effect in Oregon.

If Gilmore did handle the material in the DRD pond or the K061

_baghouse dust in a manner which would qualify it as not a solid waste

under §261.2{e)(1)}{i), Gilmore must also be prepared to comply with
§261.2(f) "...Documentation of claims that materials are not solid wastes
or are conditionally exempt from regulation...”

Gilmore should not construe the qualification of the contents of the
DRD pond as not a solid waste as relieving Gilmore of its responsibilities
to submit a complete Part B application to EPA by September 4, 1985, as
specified in EPA's April 17, 1985, dated letter. Under a closure
scenario, this would require the submittal of a closure plan, post-closure
requirements (if applicable) and financial assurances as specified under
40 CFR Parts 264 and 270.

Please direct any further questions on this matter to Catherine

Massimino of my staff at (206) 442-4153.
Kegneth D. Feggner@'—i‘ef

Waste Management Branch

Sincerely,

cc: Michael Gearheard, EPA

Rich Reiter, DEQ
Michael Downs, DEQ
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PO. Box 2760
Portiand. Oregon 97208 .
Phone (503) 286-9651

July 23, 1986

Kenneth D. Feigner, Chief

Waste Management EBEranch (M/S S533)
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Re: Gilmore Steel Corporation
Groundwater Data Submittal

Dear Mr. Feigner:

Enclosed you will ¢ind the fifth submittal of Groundwater
Analysis as specified in the Fartial Consent Agreement and Final
Order filed with EPA February i1, 1985. This submittal, as all
previous submittals shows no groundwater contamination. Also
enclosed are the Groundwater Elevation Data for thirteen (13) of
the fifteen (15) well points. Elevation point GH-3 has been
removed due to excavation of iron ore material from the storage
facility. Elevation point G5-7 was not accessible due to a
mechanical problem with the well cap. If you have any questions
regarding the data, you may contact me at (503)284-9&51,

Sincerely,

_'mtmrh«_.

Thomas C. McCue
Environmental Manager

TCM/ jp

Enclosure

ccs R.C. Bird
M.B. Durning
J.A. Gillaspie
File



CELLGOL SYEEE KELES

PO Box 276C
Portiang. Oregon 97208
Phone (503) 286-9651

July 30, 1986

Janet A. Gillaspie

Manager, Northwest Region
Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

RE: Documentation of Iron Ore Removal for Recycling or Reuse
Dear Ms. Gillaspie:

During the month of July, the fifth, sixth and seventh barges contain-
ing iron ore were shipped to Canada Cement LaFarge, LTD. for use as an
ingredient in the manufacture of cement. The total amount of iron ore
shipped to date is 56,717.55 short tons and was documented by licensed
marine surveyor as follows:

Barge # Date Loading Complete Amount Shipped
1 12-7-85 12,034.3 ST
2 3-28-86 11,276.5 -
3 6-2-86 7,102.3
4 6-18-86 2,317.1
S 7-1-86 7,815.6
6 7-13-86 8,001.15
7 7-25-86 8,170.6

56,717.55 Short Tons

The amount of iron ore remaining on site is difficult to estimate with
precision. By volume there appears to be approximately 10 percent of
the original amount remaining. By weight we could have between 8 and
15 percent remaining depending on the densities of the remaining mater~
ials. In any case, we have removed for recycle or reuse more than ~75
percent by weight or volume of the amount of that material accumulated
at the beginning of the period™ by the terms of the variance granted
until July 31, 1986 (CFR Part 261.1 [c](6]).

Included for documentation is a copy of the contract with Canada Cement
LaFarge LTD., and copies of the marine surveyor weight certificates on
each barge shipped. If you have any questions, contact either Dick
Bird or Tom McCue at (503) 286-9651.

Sincerely,

Vo Wl

Tom McCue
Environmental Manager

cc: Marvin Durning, Durning, Webster & Lonmnquist
Kenneth Feigner, EPA - Region 10

Dick Bird, Oregon Steel Mills
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: 1a) 1Iron Content - if the average Fe content l
3 _ 3 (dry basis) of the material shipped 1is P
4 ' lecse than 65.0% by weight (dry bacsis), the !
=l $1€.09 US per short ton (dry basis) price! |
. : will be lowered in proportion as the per-| }
? ] cerntace Fe content is to 65.0%. | !
el ? ec. Average Fe content is 64.0% (dry basks) |
’ ' i Price is adjustec as follows: i N
of ! 64.0_ o, |
——;——'__ | to>.U !
LY | Price (dry basis) = 1609 x .98 = $15.77 | )
» L ! This price is now subject to the moisture |
adiusiment as per 1b). Tt T T -
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(osey 1 Ouantnnvy DELCRIPTION | um:emcr |

Jb) Moisture: The $16.09 US per short ton (dryl!basis)

' ' cost will be adjusted for moisture contentlbv

aw on

i .. . . L
rejducing the weicht as received (wet basis) in

rreportion to the moisture content of the material

- - . . . fs
receivec (i.e. measureé in the barce as 1t:is

vrloaded at C.C.L.'s plant site). I

]
ez. 1f material received contains 13t% moidture .

bv weight, the 8rv basis weight will be 10d% - 13t

! or 87% of the as received weight (wet basi*). The”

:

: :

price will be $16.09 x .87 x weight as recéived |
|

i
{ which is eguivalent to $14.00 x weight (wet basis).
I

B U JUNNS S S,

[}
]
S i " analvsig: Analysis of Fe content and moisturé will bg
o T gone By C.C.L. at -its own expense  at the, time of a?ri\-' 1
at its Richmond Plant. A sample spht of each shxpmenf
will be retained for a referee sample should OSM question
C.C.L.'s analysis. o )
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! iKeight Determination: The weight of material | |
| . purchased will be determined in the loaded batges ‘
' at Portland Oregon by a licensed marine surveyor and |
" will constitute the basis of OSM invoices to C.C.L. ﬁ|
- + 1f disputed, the parties will discuss and reach a 1
; ' mutually acceptable conclusion. l I
'i i I -
; iFavrent Terms: e ' |
i | a) uUp Front Payment: C.C.L. agrees to pay $30,000 'U‘t
| | on completion of unloading first barge. | |
! | b) Deferred Payments: The balance of the fierst shipr
| ! nent as well as all subsegquent barge ship}le'nts |
L | ' will be paid for by C.C.L. to OSM based ﬂ'n C.C.L.[s
o T ~= - artuval monthly-usage of the iron ore material: The =~
' price of the material will be calculated upon
arrival of the three barges and after adjustments
for iron content and moisture.
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A ! 1 Sample calculation is as follows: |
? ' ' Total Shipment - 35,000 short tons (wet bas l
) | J - assume 13% moisture ?
. | i Shipment (dry basis) is 35,000 x .B7 = 30450 shof: tor
j ) i i Dry basis price - $16.09 US per short ton i
| . [ ! 1Iron adjustment - assume nil.
s | i
. l | Total oving to OSM - 30,450 x $16.09 = .$489,940- " |
’ | Less: up front payment = 30,000 |
.- Balance owing = s45$,940 |
: ;
52 Balance owino per dry ton vsed = $45%,940
ol 3b,e50 1
LR T T ET T T T T T e T sls' 10
‘E_ : - C C.L. vill provxoe OSM with actual monthly material - -
- ' vsage teports so that OSM can 1nvoice c.C. L. Ior their
monthly consumptlon. S AT
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DILESCRIPTION

1 waY eRICT J anc

foesr—

- r !

4,000 short tons per year of the OSM iron ore mater&al

|
*Jg) C.C.L. anticipates but Goes not guarantee GBing

or an average of 333 tone per month.

T

]gffect of Permanent Closure cf Richmond Plant:

The parties have no expectation at this time of =~ .|

i
|
!
|
4] permanent cosure of the Richmond plant, but

recognize that use of the materials by C.C.L. in

{ making cement will stretch out over a number of

years. In the event that C.C.L.’s Richmond plant

. -—-’ o-“ l-: .

revert to OSM.
shall be not less than two years, to resell the material

is permanently shut down before all the material

has been used, C.C.L. will have no further obligation
for any additional payments for the material remaining
unused and title to this remaining unused material shall

OSM will have a reasonable time, which

and transfer if off C.C.L.'s plant site or make other
OSM will not be reguired to pay to C.C.L.
any rent, storage charge, insurance, or any other fees,

arrangements.

costs, or rebates of any kind in connection vith the

reversion of title of the naterial and its presence on
C.C.L's sites during the rezsonable period and OSN will
Lave the right itself or through its agents to enter

C.C.L.'s property as appropriate to carry out the ssles

or other arrangements for the naterieal.

I1f title ¢oO

any of the material shall revert to OSM as a result of
the permanent closure of C.C.L.'s Richmond plant,

3

coeees/
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"’:'r gomoin Ouanynty DESCRIFTION 1 vwneact amt
' C.C.L. sh2l) turn over the material in safe condition
2 to OSM and shall be responsible for protectind the
3 ' ]material and keeping it in a safe condition (it its
. ‘ Agjown expense) during the reazsonable period of gale or
s ’other disposition provideé for above. ‘
. |
’ |Transfer of Title: Title to the materisls so0}d will
s - | be in OSM until the barge arrives and matef}al is
* ~ transferred into €C.C.L.’s hopper at C.C.L.'4 -
L _ Richmond plant site at which time it shall 4hift i
" - to C.C.L. Except as provided above for matgrial
for which title may have reverted to OSM, all risks
AN of loss or damage shall be borne by the par{y having
. title, — —_— - - R P
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WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

Monrre Sarveyons e Corpo Surveyon end Approeen ®  impecnons

Soord of Trade Brag . Sure 852
JIOS W am Avenve

WEIGHT CERTIFICATE Pertont Onmger $7708
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel "SEASPAN 251" Report No. 85-12211
Loaded at International Terminals A/c Oregon Steel Mills

Initial:1400 hrs Final:1500 hrs
December 3, 1985 December 7, 1985

1. Mean Draft Forward 3' 03.75" 18' 07.2"
2. Mean Draft Aft 3* 05.875" 19 07.7"
3. Mean Draft Porward & Aft 3* 04.8125" 19*" 01.45°
4. Midship Craft - Port 3* 03.0" 19’ 03.1"° -
- Stbd 3* 07.0" 19' 02.,3"
- Mean 3*' 05.0" 18' 02.7"
5. Mean of 3 ¢ 4 3' 04.90625 19' 02.075"
6. Mean of 4 & 5 3' 04.953125 19' 02.3875"
7. Displacement per Tables 2,140.9 sT 14,175.2 ST
A. Initial 2,140.9 ST
B. Final 14,175.2 ST =-IRON ORE CONCENTRATE-
C. Difference 12,034.3 ST
Corrections 0.0 ST
’ 14. TA B - 12,034.3 S/TONS 4«5 c ¥y

10,917.4 M/TONS (Factor 1.102131)
10,745.0 L/TONS (Factor 0.98421)

Note: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Deadweight
Scale for barge "SEASPAN 251°, supplied by Seaspan Internatxonal 1td.

O

Dent

By

A.
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WALTER O. H. NES & CO. "

Morre Surveyon
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Boord of Trode Bidg . Surte 888
JICSW 41N Aconve
Portiand. Oregon 97204

WEIGHT CERTIFICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel: Barge "MLC 340-2"
lLoaded at International Terminal

1. Mean Draft Forward
2. Mean Draft Aft
3. Mean Draft Forward & Aft

Displacement per Tables
Density Correction

Cisplacement Correctead

A. Initial 1,902.4
B. Final 11,970.7
C. Difference 10,068.3

Corrections 0.0

14. TQTAL CARGO ABOARD -

Report No. 86-310
A/c Oregon Steel Mills

Initial:1530 hrs Final:1400 hrs
March 24, 1986 March 28, 1986
2' 04.5" 16* 05.75"
3* 06.75" 17* 01.25°*
2' 11.625" 16* 09.5"
1,950.0 LT 12,270.0 -LT
- 47.6 LT - 299.3 LT
1,30z.4 LT 11,970.7 LT
LT
LT -JRON ORE CONCENTRATE-
LT
LT

10,068.3 L/TONS
11,276.5 S/TONS £~ ~ &
10,229.9 M/TONS (Factor .98421 LT)

Note: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Displacement
Lines of Curve supplied by carrier. - s

WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

ATy

David A. Dent °
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WALTER O. HAINES & CO.
Moren Survoyan * Corge Swrvwyon ond Agpremare L S,
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Buard of Trade Bigg . Sy 85¢
IO W em Avonne

fortond. Oragen 9720

WEIGBT CERTIFICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel: Barge °MLC-340-2° Report No. 86-356
Loaded at International Terms. A/c Oregon Steel Mills
Initial: 0730 hrs Pinal:2330 hrs
June 1, 1986 June 2, 1986
1. Mean Draft Porwvard 2' 07.00" 11* 03.00°
2. HMean Draft Aft 3* 02.00°" 12* o08.00"
3. Mean Draft Forvard & Aft 2' 10.50° 11* 11.5%0°
4. Displacement per Tables 1,970.0 LT 8,170.0 “1ir
S. Density Corraction - _48.0 LT - _=206.6 LT
6. Displacement Corrected 1,922.0 LT 8,263.4 LT
A. Injitial 1,922.0 LT.
T 3. Pinal 8,263.4 LT ~IRON ORE FINES-
C. Difference 6,341.4 LT .
Corrections 0.0 5T
7.  IOTAL CARGO ABOARR - 6,341.4 L/TONS
6,443.1 N/TONS (ractor .98421)
7,102.3 $/TONS (Factor 1.10231):- ¢ %
F Note: Calculations in this geport of sarwey tais~3d ;oA Jigves *© 7 I3
‘ and Deadweight Scale for Barge “MLC-340-2° sapplied 37 the 4@ ;-
! owners.

WALTER O. RAINES & CO.
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WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

Morve luwrvoyen o Corge Srveyen ovd Agprowsny * e

Goord of T Bldg Sme 355
JIOS W am Avenve

Porvgmg. Oregon 97204

WEIGHT CERTIFICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel: Barge "MLC-230°

Loaded at International Terms.

l. Mean Draft Porward

2. Mean Draft Aft

3. Mean Draft Porward & Aft

4. Displacement per Tables

S. Density Correction

6. Displacement Corrected

A. Initial

B. PFinal

C. Difference
Corrections

775.6
3,092.7
2,317.1

0.0

Report No. 86-368
A/c Oregon Steel Mills

Initial:0730 hrs Pinal:1545 hrs

June 18, 1986 June 18, 1986
2' 03.00° 7* 11.50°
2' 03.50° 9°* 02.00°
2' 03.25° 8' 06.75"
795.0 ST 3,170.0 ST
- 19.4 ST - 17.3 ST
775.6 ST 3,092.7 st
ST
ST ~IRON ORE FINES-
ST
ST

2,317.1 S/TONS 64<.:= =
2,102.0 M/TONS (Pactor 1.10231)
2,068.8 L/TONS (Factor .98421)

Note: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Curves of form
and Deadweight Scale for Barge °"MLC-230" which were supplied by Nikum
& Spaulding Associates, Inc., Naval Architects.

Mr. John Graff
Attending Surveyor
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WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

Marne Surveyon ¢ Corgo Surveyon ond Approsen s lrapectons

Boord of Trode Bldg.. Sune 555
J10S.W_4th Avenve

July 11, 1986 Portiond. Oregon 97204

Mr. Fred Swanson
Oregon Steel Mills
P.0O. Box 2760
Portland, OR 97208

Re: Barge "MLC-331°" - Loaded June 30 thru July 1, 1986
Our Report No. 86-381

Dear Fred,

When we did the initial survey on the “"MLC-331" this date we dis-
covered an error in the first survey which was submitted on July
1, 1986.

When entering the tables on the initial cut of that survey we
mixed long and short tons. Therefore, we submit the following
figures as an addendum to the referenced report of survey:

TOTAL CARGO LOADED ON THE *"MLC-331" WHICH COMPLETED ON July 1,
1986 IS AMMENDED TO READ AS POLLOWS:

7,815.6_ST Eerss T &

6,978.2 LT

7,090.1 MT

We regret this error and apologlze for the inconvenience it cau-
ses you to make adjustments in your records.

Respectfully submitted,

TER O. HAINES & CO.

Davhd A. Dent Al

¢cc Ms Gay Stephenson, George Bush Co.
Mr. Herb Fear, International Terminals
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“"WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

Sharwy furvoyen o Cops Srvoyen ouf Aporumeny  *  Inmpechem

Swary of Trade fidg . Suees 339
IS W sn Avornm
Portprd. Orugen 97204

WEIGHT CERTIPICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel: Barge "MLC-331° Report No. 86-381
Loaded at International Terms. A/c Oregon Steel Mills
Initial:0930 brs Pinal:1600 hrs
June 30, 1986 July 1,1986
1. Mean Draft Porward 2° 08.00° 12° 06.75°
2, Mean Draft Aft 3* 01.00" 1¢* 08.25"
3. Mean Draft Porward & Aft 2' 10.75%° 13* 07.50° _
4. Displacement per Tables 1,442.0 LT 8,490.0 LT
| S. Density Correction 8.0 LT 0.0 LT
| - -_—
g 6. Displacement Corrected 1,442.0 LT 8,490.0 LT
|
|
A. Initial 1,442.0 %
B, Pinal $,490.0 LT -IRON ORE PINES-
C. Difference 7,048.0 LT
Corrections + 103.2 LT By shors scale
7.  IOTAL CARGO ABOARD - 7,151.2 L/TONS

8,009.3 §/TONS
7,265.9  M/TONS

¥ote: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Deadweight and
Displacesment Scale for Barge °*MLC-331" which wers nuppllod by thse
barge owners.

ALT!R O. BAIRES & CO.

mm

Duv{dgi. Dent




coes O3
p'oul 220-3747

WEIGHT GRTIFICATE
BASED (N DISPLACEMENT

VESSEL: Barge "MLC-331"
Loaded at Intermational Terminals

1. Mean Draft Forward
2. Mean Draft Aft.
3. Mean Draft
4. Displacement per Tables
5. Density Correction
6. Displacement Corrected
A. Initial
B. Final
C. Difference

Corrections

7. TOTAL CARCD ABOARD

- c——
-

Initial: 0700
July 11, 1986
2' 08.75"

2' 08.00"

2' 08.375"
1518.77 L/T

br vguga
o0e - S00s -
ans=id pace

(LT

WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

Marns Surveyors . Cuvo&nmmmdw *  lrapectoms

Boord of Trude Bidg.. Suie S55
NOS.W. am Avenue
 Portiand. Oregon 97204

Report No. 86-390
A/c Oregon Steel Mills

Final: 1530
July 13, 1986
12' 00.50"
15' 03.50*
15' 08.00"

8483.65.L/T

0.00 L/T

1518.77 LIT

1518.77 LIT
8483.65 L/T
6964.88 L/T

179.00 L/T

7143.88 L/Tons

8001.15 S/Tons /3« .= % &

f

7258.53 M/Tons

0.00 L/T

- e -

8483.65 L/T

Note: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Deadweight and

Displacement Scale for Barge "MIC~331* which were supplied by the

barge owners.
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WALTER O. HAINES & CO.

ren brvoren o Carps furvoyen st Appremsmn * Supechem

Baerd of Trade Bidg . Smre 538
NI W st Avene
W.O‘—-'ITOC
WEIGHT CERTIPICATE
BASED ON DISPLACEMENT

Vessel: Barge "MLC-331° Report No. 86-397
Loaded at International Terms. A/c Oregon Steel Mills
Initial:0730 bhrs Pinal:1630 hrs
July 24, 1986 July 25, 198¢
1. Mean Draft Porvard 2° 05.00" 13* 04.0"
2. Mean Draft Aft 2' 11.00 14' 11.00°
3. Mean Draft Porwvard & Aft 2' 08.00" 14' 01.5*
4. Displacement per Tables 1,483.6 LT 8,778.8 LT
S. Density Correction 0.0 LT 0.0 LT
6. Displacement Corrected 1,483.6 LT 8,778.8 LT
A. Initial 1,483.6 LT
B. Pipal 8,778.8 LT -IRON ORE PINES-
C. Difference 7,295.2 LT
Corrections 0.0 LT
7.  IQTAL CARGQ ABOARR - 7,295.2 L/TONS .
0.6 8/TONS £~ :if ¥ 7
5

,412.3 M/TON

Rote: Calculations in this report of survey based upon Deadweight and
Displacement Scale for Barge °®MLC-3311° which wvere supplied by the
barge owners.

WALTER O. BAINES & CO.

QA

Dav}d A. Dent M)

Mr. Peter Brauns,
Attending Surveyor ee———



OREGON STEEL MILLS

PO Box 2760
Portland, Oregon 97208
Phone (503) 286-9651

August 28, 1986

Ms. Janet A. Gillaspie

Regional Manager

Northwest Region

Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Or 97204

Dear Janet:
We have decided to continue our original plans and remove all of

the material in the DRD Ore Storage Facility from our property for
recycling. In our last meeting you asked Tom McCue and myself how

we were going to "close” the DRD Ore Storage Facility. In
reviewing the regulations, we do not feel that any "closure”™ 1is
required. Attached is a letter from Marvin Durming, our attorney,

substantiating this.

Our plans are that after all the material is removed from this
facility, we will provide you with the appropriate documentation
showing that all the material has been transferred off site for
recycling (Regulation 261.2 (f) ).Once we do this, we have met all
the obligations of the regulations and we will push in the sides
and add additional fill as needed to bring the property to level
again.

Hopefully, all the material will be gone sometime in 1986, and
this long, troublesome project will be completed.

If you have any comments or questions on the above, please contact
me directly.

Yours Respectfully,

Richard C. Bird
Manager, Process Engineering

RCB/rs

Enclosure

cc: Jan Whitworth, Manager, Hazardous Waste Section
M. Durning
B. Ferris
T. McCue



OREGON STEEL MILLS

PO. Box 2760

Portiand. Oregon 97208 - L. /—J/ s 7
Phone (503) 286-9651 )’r.'a//j‘m D- @r

A ,47[ /14. W e
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bngt[ Mary E¥A '416‘%7_

October 13, 1986

Mr. Chuck Rice 2 ff/‘j’/"-"’: ﬂ&j 7
RCRA Compliance and Permits Branch 7 /7’/
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ’ o ST
1200 Sixth Avenue S:(QM.

Seattle, WA 98101 e s

RE: EPA v. Gilmore Steel Corporation Z 9 W p/dori/h/"

RCRA Docket No. X84-03-27-3008
Consent Agreement and Final Order (71n‘ n4?4b(-f,&ubé*4{) /éQZ/Ci

Dear Mr. Rice:

In his letter of September 29, 1986 on our behalf, Mr. Durning ex-
plained briefly our request to terminate monitoring pursuant to the
Consent Order entered into on February 8, 1985, which will expire by
its own terms on February 8, 1987. This is to provide you further
information prior to our meeting on Thursday, October 16, 1986 at 2:00
p.m. in your office.

You will recall that after the signing of the Consent Order it was
determined that the iron oxide material in our DRD ore storage facility
was not a RCRA hazardous waste because it fell within the exemption for
recyclable materials used as an ingredient to repoduce a product, and
not reclaimed. This exempt status has been maintained at all times by
sale and shipment of the material offsite for use in making ferric
cement and by a variance granted by Oregon DEQ extending time for the
shipments. We met the terms of the varliance and transferred more than
752 of the material offsite for recycling before July 1, 1986, the
deadline within the variance.

Indeed, we have now taken all of the material (except sbout two cubic
yards wvhich are wet but will be removed if required) out of the ore
storage facility and all but abour 2,000 tons has already been shipped
offsite for recycling while the small remainder is at railhead on our
site and is being shipped out at the rate of two railcars per week to a
U.S. cement manufacturer for use in making ferric cement.

The eighth barge of iron ore has just been shipped to Canada Cement
LaFarge LTD for use as an ingredient in the manufacture of cement.

Over the past 11 months, we have shipped approximately 85,835 tons of
iron ore (including moisture) out of the ore storage facllity to Canada
and we are happy to report that this last barge essentially emptied the
iron ore storage facility.



Mr. Chuck Rice
October 13, 1986
Page 2

DEQ inspected the facility on Thursday, November 9, 1986. We are
awaiting word from DEQ.

In our Partial Consent Agreement and Final Order dated February 8,
1985, we were to sample and analyze the ground water out of the follow-
ing wells: GS-1, GS-3, GS-8, GS-9, GS-10. To date GS-1 and GS-9 have
been sampled and analyzed five consecutive quarters. GS-3 has been
sampled six consecutive quarters. GS-8 and GS-10 have both been sam-
pled for four consecutive quarters. Finally, all wells in the ground
water monitoring system were sampled and analyzed for constituents in

265.92 (b)Y = 1, 2 and 3 in May 1986, and reported in July 1986. —

All these samples analyzed have shown the ground water to contain no
lead chromium or cadmium at a confidence level of 99 percent or better.
No other contaminants have been detected that are significantly dif-
ferent from background.

Now that the ore storage facility is empty, rain water will f11l up the
area and could become a safety problem. Also, construction work on
this property will be much more difficult and expensive if we wait
until the heavy rains come and fill this facility. Secondly, for over
three years the property has been in limbo and we have not been able to
do anything with {t. This is a prime plece of property on the river
which Oregon Steel Mills would like to begin using again.

Under paragraph 2F of the Partial Consent Agreement and Final Order,
“the terms of the Order may be modified by written mutual agreement of
the parties.” Therefore, we respectfully request that further sampling
and analysis be waived in order that we may properly close the wells,
push in the dikes, fi1ll and level the property, and then begin using it
again. Discontinuance of monitoring is necessary because filling the
ore storage facility would eliminate elevation point GS-7 and wells
GsS-8, 9 and 10.

We look forward to meeting with you on October 16, 1986.

Very truly yours,

Richard Bird
Manager, Process Engineering

cc: Barbara Leither, Esq., EPA
Janet Gillaspie, DEQ
Marvin B. Durning
Leonard Hollenbeck
Tom McCue




US. ur JONMENTAL PROTECTION AGL.ICY
REGION 10
1200 SIXTH AVENUE
SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 9810

October 22, 1986

REPLY 7§ -

ATINOF - M/S 613
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Marvin B. Durning, Attorney
1411 Fourth Avenue Bldg., Suite 920
Seattle, Washington 98101-2212

Re: EPA v. Gilmore Steel Corporation
RCRA Docket XB84-03-27-3008

Dear Mr. Durning:

This letter is in response to your letter of September 29,
1986, and Oregon Steel Mills letter of October 13, 1986, to Mr.
Charles Rice of the Environmental Protection Agency, regarding
Oregon Steel Mill's activities at the DRD ore storage/disposal
unit at its Portland, Oregon facility.

It is our understanding that no hazardous waste remains in
the referenced unit, and that this will be verified by Oregon
Steel Mills within ten (10) days of the receipt of this letter.
It is also our understanding that the results of the October
1986 ground water sampling at the facility will be submitted to
EPA with all due speed.

Because the unit is now covered by the recycling regulations,
EPA does not object to terminating the above-referenced consent
agreement., This statement should satisfy the requirements of
Section IV.F. of the Consent Agreement and Order, and relieve
Oregon Steel Mills of any further responsibilities under the
Order. In addition, EPA does not object to the construction
activities described in the recent letters t> EPA.

As we stated to you on October 16, 1986, EPA reserves any
rights it may have to require additfional monitoring or testing
or other investigatory work, pursuant to Sec:ion 3013 of RCRA
or other statutes, at any time in the future. EPA will continue
to evaluate ground water data from the site.

If I can be of further help or you have questions or
comments on this matter, please contact me a: (206) 442-1191.



Technical questions should be directed to Stephanie Mead, EPA
RCRA compliance officer.

Sincerely,
T S
-

D. Henr} Elsen
Assistant Regional Counsel

cc: Janet Gillespie, DEQ

Brett McKnight, DEQ
Oregon Steel Mills, Inc.



OREGON STEEL MILLS

PO Box 2760
Porttang. Oregon 37208
Phone (503) 286-9651

October 23, 1986

Mr. Chuck Rice

RCRA Compliance and Permits Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA. 98101

RE: EPA v. Gilmore Steel Corporatiom
RCRA Docket No. XB4-03-27-3008
Consent Agreement and Final Order

Dear Mr. Rice:

This is to advise you that we have removed the last few cublic yards of
iron ore from the Ore Storage Faciflity and placed it with the small
amount of material at the rail head which is being shipped to a cement
manufacturer for recycling into cement.

Therefore the Ore Storage Facility 1is now completely empty. We again
request your prompt approval to push in the dykes, etc. as per our
letter of October 13, 1986.

We look forward to hearing from you soon.

Respectfully yours,

Akl LA

Richard C. Bird, P.E.
Manager, Environmental & Energy

cc: Janet Gillaspie
Marvin Durning
Leonard Hollenbeck



:@ Department of Environmental Quality

MGttty 522 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE 1503} 229.5696

October 29, 1986

.Richard C. Bird

Oregon Steel Mills
14400 N. Rivergate Blvd,.
Partland, OR 97203

Re: Oregon Steel Mills
IRD Ore Storage Pacility
BEW-Mul tnomah Co.

Dear Mr. Bird:

On October 27, 1986 I inspected the DRD Ore Stcrage Pacility at the Oregon
Steel Mills plant in North Portland. 1In accordance with your plan to
recycle the iron oxid and baghouse dust in this facility, all material
has been removed fram the plant site.

EP toxcity tests on the last of the material removed fram the facility
indicate that the material is not hazardus. You may proceed with your
plans to level the storage facility and to discontinue your groundwater
monitoring program.

When the last of the material has been recycled, please provide
documentation on the recycling of all the material. If you have any
questions, please contact me at 229-5296.

Sincerely,

Edvard Woods
Senior Envirormental Analyst
Northwest Region

ED:y

RY3561
cc: HBazxardous and 80lid Waste Division, DEQ

Q1A 12.86)



OREGON STEEL MILLS

PO. Box 2760
Porttand. Oregon 97208
Phone (503) 286-9651

December 18, 1987

Janet A. Gillaspie

Manager, Northwest Region
Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

SUBJ: Documentation of Irom Ore Removal for Recycling or Reuse
Dear Ms. Gillaspie:

This letter is to inform you that all the ironm ore has been shipped to
either Canada Cement LaFarge, LTD, or to Ash Grove Cement West, Inc.
for use as an ingredient in the manufacture of cement. The total
amount of iron ore stipped is 68,963.8 short tons and is shown in the
breakdown below:

Location Loading Amount Short
Shipped Completed Tons Shipped
Barge 1 LaFarge 12-7-85 12,034.3
2 LaFarge 3-28-86 11,276.5
3 LaFarge 6-2-86 7,102.3
4 LaFarge 6-18-86 2,317.1
5 LaFarge 7-1-86 7,815.6
6 LaFarge 7-13-86 8,001.2
LaFarge 7-25-86 8,170.6
8 LaFarge 9-24-86 9,116.8
RR UP18034 Ash Grove 6-26-86 79.0
UP4L0631 Ash Grove 7-9-86 81.3
UP18415 Ash Grove 7-11-86 74.4
UP40772 Ash Grove 7-18-86 84.9
UP40631 Ash Grove 7-23-86 85.1
UP18504 Ash Grove 7-31-86 84.4
UP18907 Ash Grove 8-7-86 89.2
UP18601 Ash Grove 8-13-86 87.5
UP18415 Ash Grove 8-20-86 93.7
UP40772 Ash Grove 8-29-86 86.0
UP40631 ‘Ash Grove 9-5-86 98.0
UP18504 Ash Grove 9-15-86 95.7
UP18415 Ash _Grove 9-17-86 85.1. _—
UP40772 Ash Grove 9-19-86 98.3 '

UP18034 Ash Grove 9-24-86 95.3



Janet A. Gillaspie
December 18, 1987

Page 2

Location Loading Amount Short
| Shipped Completed Tons Shipped
RR UP18728 Ash Grove 9-29-86 95.2
UP18415 Ash Grove 10-1-86 100.1
UP4063] Ash Grove 10-7-86 99.1
UP40772 Ash Grove 10-14-86 82.1
UP18601 Ash Grove 10-20-86 69.1
MP582187 Ash Grove 10-29-86 90.1
UP40602 Ash Grove 10-29-86 94.2
UP37416 Ash Grove 10—-29-86 92.4
UP39526 Ash Grove 10-29-86 96.2
TRUCK 35 Ash Grove 6-24-87 30.0
35 Ash Grove 6-25-87 30.6

35 Ash Grove 6~26-87 31.5

35 Ash Grove 6~30-87 31.0

35 Ash Grove 7-1-87 32.0

35 Ash Grove 7-7-87 30.5

35 Ash Grove 7-8-87 31.6

35 Ash Grove 71-14-87 30.3

35 Ash Grove 7-15-87 30.4

35 Ash Grove 7-22-87 30.8

33 & 28 Ash Grove 8-11-87 31.5

32 & 28 Ash Grove 8~-12-87 31.8

35 Ash Grove 8-24-87 30.3

RR UP40598 Ash Grove 10-30-87 63.2
UP37286 Ash Grove 10-30-87 60.8
UP38475 Ash CGrove 10-30-87 65.6
UP39172 Ash Grove 11-6-87 68.3
UP37783 Ash Grove 11-6-87 58.6
UP40342 Ash Grove 11-6-87 48.5
OP40553 Ash Grove 11-6-~87 53.1
UP40264 Ash Grove 11-6-87 54.5
MP582980 Ash Grove 11-6-87 47.0
UP40533 Ash Grove 11-6-87 71.1

Total 68,963.8

I have included documentation for all shipments above. This closes for
good-the iron ore storage facility at our plant. If you have any
questions, please contact me at 286—-9651, extension 319,

I hope that you and all the staff at DEQ have a Merry Christmas and a
Happy New Year!

Respectfully yours,
WA A Y A 4
Richard C. Bird

cc: Marvin Durning
Kenneth Feigner, EPA, Region 10



Science Applona lntmtaI: Corporstion
An Employu-obﬂod Company
Technology Services Company

September 30, 1992 OCN: TZL-C10021-RN-11846

Ms. Deborah Robinson

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Hazardous Wasce Division (HW-112)
1200 Sixch Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Re: EPA Contract No. 68-W9-0008
Uork Assignment No. C1002!., Cilmore Steel Miils RPA
SAIC/TSC Project No. 6-788-03-1400-520

Dear Ms. Robinson:

?lease find enclosed the final RCRA Preliminary Assessment (RPA) report for
the Gilmore Steel Mills facility located in Portland, Oregon. Because the
facility submitted their responses to the VSI Needs letter as RCRA
Confidential Business Information (CBI1): portions of the final reporc thac
vere prepared referencing this informacion have been designated as CBI. These
sections of the report appear as bold type in the text of the document.

Please feel free to concact Kathryn Gladden at 206/485-2818 if you have any
questions or comments regarding this reporec.

Sincerely,

SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
Techpology Services Company

s

Kathryn Cladden
“ork Assignment Manager

Enclosure

cc: M. Bailey, EPA RCRA Site Manager
M. Slacer, EPA Region 10 RCRA EPI Coordinator (cover letter only)
T. Tobin, SAIC/TSC RPM (cover leccter only)
K. Cladden, SAIC/TSC WAM (cover lecter only)

A Division of Science Applicatons Intemational Corporation
18702 North Creek Parkway, Suite 211. Bothell, Washington 98011 {208) 485-2818
Omer SAC Dficws A aaoru® Bosmn, Doyton. MUvIvay. (a8 Yopas L8 Anpes. M ssa. Ost Adge. Oriendd. Puo Ao, Seefle. Tucoon



4.7 SWMU 7 - FORMER DRD STORACE. SLURRY P2ND (Photo No. 6)

4.7.1 Information Summary

tnit Description: The former Direct Reduction Departmenc (DRD) Storage/Slurry
Pond was an asphalt-lined, bermed pond used for storage of metal oxides (product)
prior cto reduction to be used as a parc of the steel manufacturing process. The
sond occupied approximately five o seven acres {Photo No. 6).(2.8,18) Iron ore
fines vere brought in by ship, mixed with river vacter vhile still on board, and
conveyed to the pond. (Water was used to make it essier to move the ore fines.)
The pond wvas equipped wvicth slurry screen (toothed scraper) that wvas dragged
through the ore to remove any large debris. There wvere no release pipes or
overspill valves associated vith this pond. Afrter negotiation betwveen Gilmore,
ODEQ, and EPA, this pond was derermined not to be a RCRA regulated unit.(10.23}
Figures 2 and 5 show the locatjion of the DRD Storage Pond onsicte.

Dactes of Operatjon: The pond was constructed during plant construcction in 1969,
and became inactive in 1980. Betveen 1984 and 1986, the remaining contents of
the pond vere shipped offsite for recycling. In 1986, ODEQ and EPA approved the
back filling of the empty pond with soil from che berms, and other soils from
onsice. (21,23)

Wastes Managed: ICA baghouse dust (KO061), a listed hazardous wvaste, vas also
occasionally placed into the pond for reuse in the DRD process. Gilmore
pecitioned ODEQ and EPA to reclassify the dustc as a recyclable
material. (2,23,30.46)

Release Concrols: The asphalt linings and berms acted to control spillage.
Sampling results indicate that non-hazardous salts were migrating from the pond
area (Secction 3.6).

Hiscory of Relea : A network of monitoring wells was installed surrounding
this unit. Ground water samples wvere collected from the monitoring wells betwveen
1984 and October 1986. Analysis of ground water samples indicacted that releases
of lead and cadmium associaced with K061 dust did not ocecur. Arsenic
concentrations exceeded primary drinking water standards in several of the
samples from monitoring well GS-8. Analycical data for these monitoring wells
is presented in Appendix D with a discussion in seccion 3.6.(20,24)

£.7.2 Conclusions

The contents were reclassified and were not considered wasce afcer 1985. Since
that time, contents were removed from the pond making the potential for ongeing
releases to the environment low.

2)






g COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

4914 N.E 122nd Ave.

October 30, 1985
Log #A851038-A
PO#: 40300

Cregon Stee) Mills

P.0. Box 2760

Portiand, Oregon 97208
Attention: Tom McCue

Anatysis Requested: Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB)

Sampie Description: Soil

SAMPLE 1D mg/kg PCB MAIN ARCHLOR
Sampie #1 1.1 1242
Sample #2 0.8 1242
Sample #2 (Duplicate) 0.8 1242
Sample #3 2.4 1242
Sample #4 1.8 1242
Sample #5 1.6 1242
Sample #6 1.9 1242
Sample #7 2.5 1242
Sample #7 (Duplicate) 2.6 1242
Sampie #8 3.3 1242 S
Sample #9 7.9 1242 J
Sampie #10 S.9 1242 !
Sample #11 1.7 1242 J
Sample #12 4.6 1242 i
Sincerely,
Susan M, CoffVy,
President
SMC/gs

This report is for the sole and exclusive use of the above client.
Samples are retained a maximum of 15 days from the date of this letter.



gavswance o ID:5P3-240-5¢¢5 0 JAN 21°00  14:50 No.0Q7 P.04

COFFEY LABORATORIES, INC.

4918 N.E 122nd Ave.
Portland, OR 07230

“:::| . Phone: (503) 254-1794

November 22, §1985
Log #H8S1120-C

Oregon Steel Milis
P.0. Box 2780
Portland, Qregon 397208

Attention: Tom McCue

Analysis Requested: Polychlorinated Biphenyls

SAMPLE ID mg/kg PCB MAIN AROCHLOR
Sample $13 4,1 1242
Eample #14 4.9 1242
Sample #13 2.6 1242
Gample #16 : ' 6.6 1242
Sample ¥#16 Duplicete 6.3 1242

Sincerely,

Sea. M.

Sussan M. Cof Hefy,
President

SMC/gs

This report is for the sole and exclusive use of the above client.
Samplas are revained s maximum of 15 days from the date of this letter,
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Boring Log and Construction i ata for
Monitoring Well MW-1

Geologic Log Monitoring Well Design
IS Casing Stickup in Feet: -0.33
s Approx. Ground Surface Top of PVC in Feet:
& § Elevation in Feet: Inside Diameter of PVC: 2
Q
0 Sample N PID —
__| Loose, moist, brown, silty, fine to medium - T ]
SAND.
— - \ —
_ | \ \ _
5 — N — \ \ —
__|Becomes slightly silty. S-1 X 9 = § § B
- NN -
10 | Sl S ]
— Stiff, moist, gray, slightly sandy SILT. S-2 X 9 <5 —
] . ]
— Medium stiff moist to wet, gray, sandy CLAY. _ o — —
15 —}Becomes silty, no sand. — —
— S-3 X 9 <5 —
— — —
| -
20 — . —
-Becomes very soft, wel and slightly sandy. X .
] S-4 2 <5
25 — —
—}-Becomes soft and brown. S-5 X 5 &5
—{ Bottom of Boring at 26.5 Feet. —
—] Completed 3-10-93. —
30 — L
. Reler to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols. l 2 |
. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual w '
changes may be gradual.
. Ground water level, if indicaled, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for HARTOZOWSH!
date specified. Level may vary with time. J'_5379'03 3/93
. Elevations are MSL based on C.O.P. #2888. Figure A-2

. Oregon start card no. 47931.
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.20

Feet

Geologic Log

Approx. Ground Surface
Elevation in Feet:

© Depthin

Loose, moist, brown, silly, fine to medium SAND.

-increase in moisture.
-Becomes very silty.

-Decrease in silt content.

Soft, wet, gray CLAY.

Loose, wet, gray, clayey SAND.

_| Medium sitiff, moist, gray, slightly sandy CLAY.

-Becomes very sandy.

30

__JVery loose, wet, brown, slightly silty to silty, fine SAND.

Bottom of Boring at 31.5 Feet.
Completed 3-10-93.

changes may be gradual.

date specified. Level may vary with time.

. Elevations are MSL based on C.O.P. #2888.
. Oregon start card no. 47932.

Sample

S-2

S-3

S-4

S-5

S-6

. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interprelive and actual

. Ground water level, it indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for

1<

>=<l . X

10

PID

<5

<5

<5

<5

<5

<5

éoring Log and Construction L ata for
Monitoring Well MW-2

Monitoring Well Design

Casing Stickup in Feet: -0.36
Top of PVC in Feet:
Inside Diameter of PVC: 2

[ = ]
NN\
- NN
SN
- L
;- é:ﬁ
- .
- :
4
OWSER
J-5379-03 3/93
Figure A-3



Boring Log and Construction Jata for
Monitoring Well MW-3

Geologic Log Monitoring Well Design

Casing Stickup in Feet: -0.4

¥ £ : :
i gj s . Approx. Ground Surface Top of PVC in Feet:
= § L§ Elevation in Feet: Inside Diameter of PVC: 2
%‘ 0 i : : : Sample N PID —_
VA _| Medium stiff to stiff, moist, brown, SILT. | Bl n
| i NN
iy 5 —-Wood debris. — \ \ —
ﬂ%} - S-1 Z 17 <5 |- \ \ -
— — \ \ —
Y — | _
%;] —] | ]
nN— - - - — = — - - — — — — — —
. - Very soft, moist to wet, gray, fine, sandy S-2 Z 2 <5 | ]
. % _4 SILT, with organics. | —
—-1 b —
\Aé] — < - - ]
15 =
Very loose, wet, dark gray, slightly silty, S-3 3 <5 = E- ]
'- | fine to medium SAND. = ]
s ] - P e ]
| = .
v - — HE
— - B=1 -
o | Medium stiff, wet, dark gray SILT, with organics. X ,; L ]
o | Bottom of Boring at 21.5 Feet. S-4 <> - _
% Completed 3-11-93. | ]
—~
— [ —
g 25 — — -
% ] | —
— | ]
30 — — —
1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols.
g 2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual 24
e changes may be gradual. e
3. Ground water level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for
date specified. Level may vary with time. J-5379-03 owbs/g‘
a 4. Elevations are MSL based on C.O.P. #2888. h
5. Oregon start card no. 47933. Figure A-4

yeey,




Boring Log a:«d Construction "ata for
Monitoring Well MW-4

Geologic Log Monitoring Well Design

o Casing Stickup in Feet: -0.23
5 Approx. Ground Surface Top of PVC in Feet:
§ 1§ Elevation in Feet: Inside Diameter of PVC: 2
Sample N PID ___
g O T (Medium stiffy, moist, brown SILT. B B = ]
I N\ § -
l 5—— — - = - = = — = — — — I \ \ —
% _| Soft, moist, brown, silty CLAY. o1 X 5 . |- AN § |
- < 207 B A
— }— - o j
o, 5
_| Very soft, wet, dark gray SILT. S-2 X > 5 E- _
- | - -
—tBecomes brown and very sandy. — —
5 B} | - -
g;] 15 - ' : — —j '
_| Loose, wet, brown and gray, fine to S-3- 6 <5 L |
. medium SAND. N
5] Bottom of Boring at 17.0 Feet.
: ~1 Completed 3-11-93. B m
20 — — ]
7 : 7
— - —
. 25 —] — -
ﬂ B ~ n
] : ]
i -
30— = -
F
. 1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of descriptions and symbols. o
k 2. Soil descriptions and siratum lines are interpretive and actual e
- changes may be gradual.
3. Ground water level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for : HARTCROWSER
9 date specified. Level may vary with time. J-5379-03 3/93
R 4. Elevations are MSL based on C.O.P. #2888. Figure A-5
5. Oregon start card no. 47934.
P
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_._._,.-""'/Boring Log ahd Construction Jata for
g;@ Monitoring Well RM-1

Monitoring Well Design

- Geologic Log
= _
D Casing Stickup.in Feet:
c Top of PVC in Feet: 30.38
£ Inside Diameter of PVC: 2"
o
8]
§ Sample N PID
% 0 ] —
1:; Slag and GRAVEL.
£ Medium dense, moist, gra;l, gravelly, slightly snlty
: ~| coarse SAND. —
“ S-1 X 1 <5)
Medium stiff_, wet, gray, silty CLAYwnh --------------
5 —1 petroleum-like odor. 5.2 X 5 5l
“Loose, wet, gray, medium SAND with B
—] petroleum-like odor.
7 S-3 X 9 <5|
(.,\‘ < o
& 10— _ s4 (Xl & <5
- Becomes silty. _
N B
7] S5 X 4 <5|"
— |
B s-6 X 8 <5
15 - Bl
i Bottom of Boring at 15.0 Feet.
—| Completed 12/17/96. | _
OWRD Start Card No. 93868.
& — Tag No. L05620. |— —
. - —
20 — — —
re
[ T |

(’_‘_A 1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of Descriptions and Symbols.
B 2
&

. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual ’M..RTCROWSE’!

changes may be gradual.
3. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for J-5526-01 1/97
date specified. Level may vary with time. Figure A-2



! 'Boring Log and Construction D_ta for
? Monitoring Well RM-2

Monitoring Well Design

Geologic Log
()]
5 Casing Stickup in Feel
c Top of PVC in Feet: 29.40
£ Inside Diameter of PVC: 2"
&
(o) _
Sample N PID
O T Stag and GRAVEL.
| Loose, moist, gray. slightly silty, gravelly, coarse O
—{ SAND with petroleum-like odor. L —]
7 S-1 X 6 21| -
R N e e~ e e e e e e N S ]
N Soft, wet, gray, clayey SILT with petroleum-like
5 — odor. - —]
S-2 4 412
e e e o e e et e e e e e — e e | —]
—J Loose, wet, gray, medium SAND with petroleum-
like odor. — —
i | S-3 X 4  350( ]
Stiff, wet, very sandy SILT to CLAY with ] |
— petroleum-like odor. S-4 X 7 550 —
Medium dense, wet, gray, medium SAND with
—1 petroleum-like odor. — ]
N S-5 X 13 124] ]
15— 56 X 20 134| o
Bottom of Boring at 16.0 Feet. B
—| Completed 12/17/96. - |
OWRD Start Card No. 93868.
—| Tag No. L05620. - ]
20 — — -
re
| ¥

. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of Descriptions and Symbols.

2 2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual ’MRTCROWSE’?

changes may be gradual.
3. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for J-5526-01 1/97
date specified. Level may vary with time. - . Figure A-3




RIS

! Boring Log and Construction L ata for

Y

Monitoring Well RM-3

Geologic Log

Depth in Feet

Slag and GRAVEL.

—{ SAND. Slag and rubble present.

Soft, wet, gray, clayey SILT.

i 10

15 —]

Loose, wet, gray, medium SAND.

— Becomes silty.

Medium stiff, wet, gray, clayey, slightly sandy
SILT.

—

Bottom of Boring at 16.0 Feet.
Completed 12/17/96.

OWRD Start Card No. 93869.
Tag No. L05621.

20 —

Sample

S-1

S-4

S-56

. "= 1. Refer to Figure A-1 for explanation of Descriptions and Symbols.
«_{ 2. Soil descriptions and stratum lines are interpretive and actual

changes may be gradual.

3. Groundwater level, if indicated, is at time of drilling (ATD) or for

date specified. Level may vary with time.

—

> ]I > 1>

23

Monitoring Well Design

Casing Stickup in Feet:
Top of PVC in Feet: 29.60
Inside Diameter of PVC: 2"

PID

<5

<5

<5

<5

<5

HARTCROWSER

J-5526-01 1/97
Figure A-4






